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Juui  A.  WncAK,  respondent  agt.  Wk.  H.  Sxead  and  others, 

appellants. 

ftb  hfuaSSMr  and  veil  aettled  role  of  law  that  the  awrignment  of  the  prindptl 
inrtniment  eacrioa  irith  it  all  cdUaierals  as  inddente,  (hough  not  named. 

And  where  a  mortgage  ie  assigned  and  taken  as  collateral  seoority  to  a  contraoi 
to  wanj  real  estate,  and  the  contract  is  assigned,  the  mortgage  in  ikot  belongs 
to  the  assigiiee  of  the  contract,  though  not  named  in  the  asdgnment. 

Where  such  mortgage  is  assigned  to  subsequent  assignees,  neither  the  first  nor 
last  aangnee  can  maintain  an  action  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  where  there  has 
been  no  breach  of  the  oontract.  The  subsequent  assignee  of  the  mortgage, 
though  a  purchaser  bona  JIde,  and  for  a  talnable  consideration,  stands  in  no 
better  position  than  the  first,  although  the  assignments  are  abeolute  on  their 
Cmc,  and  express  a  Ihll  oonsideratian. 

The  assignee  of  a  mortgage  must  ascertain  at  his  peril  as  to  any  defenses  that 
may  exist  against  the  mortgage,  or  he  must  rely  upon  the  oorenants  of  his 


JSbaaMf  General  Term^  Deoember^  1863. 

Brfare  Hooebook,  Pegshait  and  Mn.TiKB^  Justices. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  on  the  ded- 
flkm  of  a  jostice  of  this  conrt  at  the  Albany  circuity  held 
in  March,  1863.  The  action  was  for  the  foredosore  of  a 
znori^;age  by  the  plaintiff,  as  assignee.  It  appeared  by  the 
endence  that  this  mortgage  had  been  taken  by  John  D.  Liy- 
ing^ton  as  collateral  security  for  the  fulfilhnent  of  a  contract 
by  defendants  Smead  and  Alexander,  for  the  purchase  of 
some  real  estate.  It  also  appeared  that  there  had  been  no 
breach  in  the  contract  up  to  the  time  of  the  commencement 
of  tUs  action ;  that  livingston  had  assigned  all  his  interest 
in  the  oontract  before  the  commencement  of  this  action  to 
Gidney,  a  defendant  herein.  The  justice  held  that  the  plain* 
tiff  was  entitled  on  these  facts  to  a  judgment  of  foreclosure, 
YoL.  XXXL  1 
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Wyman  agt.  Smead. 


and  a  decree  was  entered  accordingly.    From  that  judgment 
the  defendants  appeal.  . 

H.  Smith,  /or  pUimtiff  and  respondent. 

J.  E.  Van  Etten,  for  defendants  and  appellants. 

By  the  court,  Peceham,  J.  The  plaintiff  claims  to  be  an 
assignee  or  purchaser  in  good  faith,  without  notice  of  any 
of  the  equities  between  the  original  parties.  I  have  great 
doubt  whether  the  evidence  establishes  that  position.  Liv- 
ingston assigned  to  one  Dorman  iirst,  Dorman  to  Fryer,  and 
Fryer  to  the  plamtiff.  Each  assignment  purporting  to  be  for 
the  consideration  of  one  thousand  dollars,  the  face  of  the 
mortgage.  There  was  a  covenant  in  each  that  that  amount 
was  due.  There  was  no  proof  other  than  the  assignment, 
that  anything  was  ever  paid  or  advanced  on  the  mortgage 
by  either  assignee. 

But  in  the  view  I  take  of  the  case,  it  is  not  important 
whether  the  evidence  establishes  such  advance.  AsBuming 
that  it  did,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  thus  made  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  of  the  mortgage ;  that  is,  that  she  had  advanced 
the  money  upon  it,  not  merely  taken  a  formal  assignment ; 
an  assignment  sufficient  on  its  face  to  establish  a  sale,  and  a 
sufficient  consideration  for  a  sale,  as  a  security  or  contingent 
payment  of  an  old  debt,  not  necessarily  the  advance  of  the 
money  or  its  equivalent,  and  the  burden  of  making  that  proof 
rests  on  the  party  claiming  its  benefit,  still  I  thmk  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  maintain  this  action. 

The  cases  of  Piatt  agt.  Adams  (7  Paige,  615),  and  Nelson 
agt.  Corning  (6  HiU,  836),  have  no  appUcation  to  this  case. 
They  apply  solely  to  the  holder  of  negotiable  paper;  the 
rules  as  to  such  paper,  from  principles  of  pubhc  policy,  are 
peculiar.  Such  principles  have  no  application  to  a  mortgage. 
But  assuming  the  plaintiff  to  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  so 
far  as  that  term  may  apply  to  the  assignee  of  a  mortgage,  I 
do  not  think  she  can  maintain  this  action.  The  action  could 
not  be  maintained,  it  seems  to  be  conceded  by  Livingston, 
the  primary  holder.    (He  is  virtually  tbe  first  holder  under 
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fho  pioo£     The  mortgage  was  executed  oiiginall j  to  another, 
but  taken  up  and  assigned  to  Livingston,  though  as  assignee.) 
The  contaract  for  the  security  of  which  the  mortgla^e  had 
been  given  to  hiTTi,  was  entirely  fulfilled  on  the  part  of  the 
mortgagors  ;  at  least  there  was  no  breach  on  their  part,  and 
the  assignee  of  a  mortgage  occupies  no  better  position  than 
the  mortgagee,  or  than  an  assignee  of  the  mortgagee.    The 
case  of    Btish   agt.  Lalhrop  (22  N.  Y.  R.  535),  I  think  is 
directly  in  point.     I  think  it  entirely  meets  this  case.    The 
assignee  of  a  mortgage  must  ascertain  at  his  peril  as  to  any 
defenses  tliat  may  exist  against  the  mortgage,  or  he  must 
lely  npon  the  covenant  of  his  vendor.    This  mortgage  in 
fact  l3elongs  to  Gidney,  the  assignee  of  the  contract  from 
Livingston.      It  is  a  familiar  rule  of  law  that  the  assignment 
oi  the  principal  carries  with  it  all  collaterals  as  incidents 
though  not  named.    The  following  are  some  of  the  veiy  nu- 
merous cases  on  this  subject :    Langdon  agt.  Bud,  (9  Wend. 
80 ;)  Jackson  agt.  Blodgett  (5  Cow.  202) ;  Parmalee  agt.  Dann 
(23  Barb.  461)  ;  Fattisan  agt.  HaU  (9  Cow.  747). 

It  is  not  claimed  in  the  points  for  the  plaiiitiff,  nor  on  the 
ai^ument  at  the  bar,  that  Livingston  could  have  maintained 
this  action  on  the  facts  disclosed.  It  is  stated  in  the  points 
tiiat  "  there  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  show  but  what  under 
Jivingston's  agreement,  or  otherwise,  he  had  become  the 
absohite  owner  of  the  mortgage."  The  evidence  is  directly 
the  reverse  of  this  proposition.  No  other  agreement  or 
arrangement  is  shown  than  the  one  before  stated.  If  Liv- 
ingston could  not  maintain  an  action,  no  assignee  of  his  could 
obtain  any  better  right. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered: 


KBW  YOBK  FRAGTIOB  BEPOBXa 


Good  Agt.  Ciartiaa. 


SUPEEME  COURT. 

Adak  QooDy  reiE^iident  agt  Walter  L.  Cubtiss  axd  Fbed* 

EBIOK  Dexing,  appellant&  ' 

Where  there  ia  no  note  or  momonndom  in  writing  made  of  the  oontract  of  eale 
of  personal  property  for  orer  $50,  nor  no  part  of  tho  pnrchaae  money  paid,  the 
taliditj  of  tho  agreement  mnet  depend  upon  whether  the  buyer  aooepUd  or 
rtoeiond  any  part  of  the  property  agreed  to  bo  sold. 

In  order  to  oonstltate  an  acceptance  or  receiving  of  a  part  of  tho  property  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute,  it  ia  necessary  that  there  should  be  some  oof,  some- 
thing done  indicating  it  beyond  words  merely.  Accordingly,  where  the  Tendor 
and  yendee,  with  the  property  before  them,  agree  upon  tho  terms  of  sale  and 
the  price  to  be  paid,  and  that  tho  goods  which  is  the  subject  of  the  oontract 
shall  become  the  property  of  the  yendoo,  the  title  does  not  pass. 

But  it  is  not  necessary  that  any  part  of  the  goods  should  be  accepted  or  receired 
by  tho  buyer  at  tho  time  of  the  contract ;  an  acceptance  or  receiving  of  the 
same  at  any  time  afterwards,  if  it  be  done  under  the  contract,  and  idvQe  thai 
rtmaina  unrevoked,  will  be  sufficient  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the 
statute.    • 

Wheire  in  an  action  upon  an  account  against  the  dofendants,  they  undertook  to 
set  off  the  tsIuo  of  some  personal  property  which  they  claimed  they  had  sold 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  ho  had  accepted  a  portion  of  it,  which  was  in  his  pos- 
session, and  ratified  the  agreement  by  its  sale  to  a  third  person : 

JBUd,  that  this  action,  having  been  commenced  by  tho  plaintiff  some  three  weeks 
before  he  sold  the  i»operty  to  such  third  person,  was  an  unmistakable  indica- 
tion of  the  plainti£Gi  intention  to  disaffirm  the  contract,  alleged  by  tho  defend- 
ants for  the  sale  of  the  wholo  property  previously,  especially  as  tho  value  of  the 
property  claimed  by  the  defendants,  largely  exceeded  tho  plaintiff's  account. 
Besides  the  positive  testimony  was  sufficient  to  show  that  tho  aUeged  contract 
was  discarded  by  the  plaintiff,  even  though  the  sale  of  a  portion  of  the  prope^j 
by  the  plaintiff,  subsequently,  might  be  considered  a  wrongftil  conversion  of  it 
by  him. 

Argued  ai  Erie  General  Term^  Wi  Jvdicicd  District^  Feb- 
ruary ^  1866,  and  decided  May  General  Term,  1866. 

Before  Gboyeb,  P.  J.,  Danieia,  Mabtin  and  Davis,  J.  J. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  price  of  certain 
work  and  labor  performed,  and  materials  furnished,  by  the 
plaintiff  for  the  defendants,  at  their  request.  The  defend- 
ants defense  consisted  of  an  account  for  iron,  and  other 
things,  alleged  to  have  been  sold  and  delivered  to  the  plain- 
tiff at  his  request,  and  which  they  endeavored  to  set  off 
against  his  demand  on  the  trial  of  this  action.  This  was 
rejected  by  the  referee  before  whom  the  trial  was  had,  and 
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Taiioaa  ezoeptioiis  were  takea  to  his  mlings  by  the  def end* 
ants. 

The  eyidenoe,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants;  prored  that 
about  the  middle  of  September,  1864,  the  defendants  owned 
a  quantity  of  old  iron  and  copper,  part  of  it  being  at  their 
store  and  part  of  it  at  the  plaintiff's  shop,  and  the  residue 
near  Mr.  No je's  f onndry,  in  the  citj  of  Buffalo ;  and  at  that 
time  the  agent  or  superintendent  of  the  plaintiff's  business, 
offered  to  buy  the  iron  and  copper  of  the  defendants  at  cer^ 
tain  prices  per  pound,  then  specified  bj  him,  which  the  de- 
fendants agreed  to  answer  on  the  following  day,  and  on  that 
day  informed  the  plaintiff's  derk,  at  his  place  of  business, 
that  they  would  sell  the  plaintiff  the  iron  and  copper  at  the 
prices  offered  for  the  same. 

By  the  terms  of  the  offer,  which  was  accepted  by  the  de* 
fendants,  the  plaintiff  was  to  haye  the  iron  weighed,  and 
remoTe  that  part  of  it  to  his  shop  which  was  not  then  there. 
That  part  of  the  iron  was  not  weighed  by  the  plaintiff,  or  by 
any  person  acting  imder  his  authority,  and  no  part  of  it  was 
removed  from  the  place  where  it  was  when  the  offer  was 
made,  or  taken  to  the  plaintiff's  shop.  The  iron  at  the  shop 
remained  there  until  the  first  of  December,  1864,  when  the 
plaintiff  sold  it  to  persons  to  whom  he  had  preyiously  sold 
oat  his  business  and  shop.  At  the  time  of  the  sale  of 
this  part  of  the  iron,  the  plaintiff  stated  to  the  purchaser  of 
it,  that  he  had  bought  it  of  the  defendants,  and  credited  it 
to  them  on  their  bilL 

At  the  time  when  the  offer  was  made  for  the  purchase  of 
the  iron  and  copper  from  the  defendants,  the  plaintiff  was 
absent  from  the  city  of  Buffalo,  and  had  no  personal  knowl- 
edge of  what  had  transpired  in  relation  to  it  until  the  early 
part  of  November,  1864. 

The  plaintiff's  son,  who  was  his  derk,  testified  that  he 
told  Mr.  Curtiss  that  he  didn't  want  the  iron ;  which,  he  says, 
took  place  about  two  weeks  after  a  conversation  between 
Deming  and  Allen,  the  plantiff's  superintendent,  in  which 
aomefhing  was  said  about  seeing  Dunbar,  &c.  The  superin- 
t^ident,  Mr.  Allen,  testified  that  the  clerk  did  tell  Mr.  Cur- 
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tiss  that  he  did  not  want  tho  iron  the  latter  part  of  October, 
1864,  about  the  tune  the  bill  of  the  plaintiff 'a  demand  was 
made  out.  The  defendant,  Deming,  testified  that  the  Clerk 
did  not  tell  him  that  he  did  not  want  the  iron,  and  that  he 
never  had  any  conversation  at  tho  plaintiff's  oiSco,  when  Dun- 
bar's name  was  mentioned,  as  the  clerk  had  testified.  The 
clerk  testifies  that  he  never  told  Mr.  Deming  anything  about 
the  iron ;  and  Curtiss  does  not  appear  to  have  been  exam- 
ined as  a  witness  on  the  trial. 

At  tho  price  offered  for  the  iron  and  copper,  it  amoimted 
to  the  sum  of  $391.19.  No  part  of  this  price  was,  at  any 
time,  paid,  or  credited  by  the  plaintiff,  or  any  one  acting  for 
him,  to  the  defendants. 

The  referee  found  that  the  contr^t  of  sale  was  entered 
into,  as  the  defendants  claimed  it  to  be,  but  that  no  part  of 
the  iron  or  copper  was  ever  weighed  by  or  deUvered  to,  or 
received  or  accepted  by  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  contract, 
not  being  in  writing,  was  void.  To  these  conclusions  the 
defendants  excepted ;  and  from' the  judgment  entered  upon 
the  referee's  report,  which  was  in  favor  of  tho  plaintiff  for 
the  amoimt  of  his  account,  the  defendants  appealed. 

Geo.  "WADSWOETH,/or  appellants. 
Mann  and  Cothban,  and  Geo.  W.  CoTHRAN,/or  respond' 
erUs, 

I.  The  agreement  for  the  sale  of  the  old  iron  and  copper 
never  having  been  completed,  was  void.  (2  N.  Y.  S.  at  L. 
140,  §3.) 

1.  No  part  of  the  iron  or  copper  was  ever  delivered. 

2.  The  agreement  was  not  in  writing ;  and  nothing  has 
been  paid  on  it. 

3.  No  part  of  the  iron  or  copper  was  ever  weighed  until 
after  this  action  was  instituted. 

4.  The  iron  and  copper  were  to  be  weighed  in  order  to  as- 
certain the  quantities  of  each. 

6.  When  weighed  by  defendants,  after  this  action  was 
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brought,  it  remamed  in  same  place  and  condition  as  when 
the  pretended  agreement  was  made. 

6.  The  whole  transaction  amounted  to  just  this :  Allen, 
the  plaintiff's  agent,  made  defendants  an  offer  for  the  old 
iron  and  copper,  part  of  which  was  in  plaintiff's  yard,  as 
mere  bailee,  and  part  at  defendants'  store,  which  offer  de- 
fendants were  to  accept,  and  notify  Allen  of  their  acceptance 
that  evening  or  the  next  day,  and  the  defendants  did  not 
inform  him  of  their  acceptance  of  the  offer. 

Deming  tastifies  that  he  informed  A.  Qood,  Jr.,  that  they 
oonld  have  the  iron  and  copper  without  alluding  to  Allen's 
offer,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  yoimg  Good  knew  of  the 
offer  Allen  had  made.  But  A.  Good,  Jr.,  testifies  to  the 
contrary,  as  to  notice.  And  the  referee  has  found  that  the 
'* negotiations"  never  became  a  valid  contract,  which  in 
legal  effect  is  a  decision  that  no  notice  was  given. 

Even  were  it  true  that  the  notice  had  been  given  to  A. 
Good,  Jr.,  as  Deming  testifies,  it  was  no  notice  to  Allen  or 
to  plaintiff*,  for  Grood,  Jr.  had  no  authority  to  purchase.  Fur- 
thermore, A.  €k>od,  Jr.,  never  informed  Allen  or  plaintiff. 

This  agreement  was  talked  Skhout' during  the  creation  of 
plaintiff's  accoxmt. 

Deming  testifies  that  the  plaintiff's  account  was  to  be 
applied  in  part  payment  for  the  iron  and  copper.  But  no 
application  of  it  was  ever  made  by  either  party,  nor  in  any 
manner.  Neither  party  performed  any  cust  in  that  behalf 
(Ehj  agt.  Onmbif,  12  Barb.  570). 

When  defendants  subsequently  spoke  to  AUen  about  the 
iron  and  copper,  Allen  declined  to  take  them. 

The  first  information  plaintiff  had  on  the  subject  was  when 
ho  presented  this  account  for  payment.  This  was  about 
November  1st.  That  he  refused  to  assent  to  the  pretended 
sale,  is  shown  by  his  bringing  this  action  November  9. 

Nothing  can  be  claimed  on  account  of  the  iron  sold  by 
plaintiff  to  Farrar,  Treffts  &  Knight.  That  was  sold  Decem- 
ber 1st,  after  this  suit  was  brought.  Having  refused  to 
complete  the  purchase,  and  having  brought  this  action  in 
disaflSmanCe  thereof,  the  subsequent  sale  by  plaintiff  of  part 
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of  defendants'  property  mthoaC  their  knowledge  or  consenti 
amounted  to  a  wrongful  taking  and  conyeraion.  There  is  no 
pretense  that  plaintiff  intended  to  appl j  the  iron  thns  used^ 
on  the  contract  which  he  had  already  so  distinctlj  disa£Srmed. 

An  acceptance  to  be  binding  must  be  dear  and  nnequivo* 
caL  {Ely  agt.  Ormaby^  12  Barb.  670 ;  Carter  agt  Totdasant, 
6  Bam.  d  Jld.  855). 

n.  To  render  a  void  contract  valid  by  reason  of  a  subse* 
qnent  part  payment,  or  partial  deliyery  of  the  property,  the 
part  payment  or  partial  deUvery  must  be  made  by  the  one 
party,  and  accepted  and  received  by  the  other  party,  with  the 
mutual  agreement  and  intent  that  it  is  to  be  applied  upon, 
and  to  be  a  part  performance  of  the  contract  (McKnigld 
agt.  Dunbpf  1  Seld.  543-4 ;  Marsh  agt  Hyde,  3  Oray,  Mass. 
R.  331;  Braume  on  Statute  of  Frauds,  §§  337,  339,  J3.  346 ;  2 
Abbts.  Digest  88,  Nos.  770-2,  and  cases  cited;  Skindler  agt 
Houston,  1  N.  Y.  R.  265.) 

In  this  case  there  was  neither  a  delivery  nor  part  payment 
The  whole  transaction  consisted  merely  of  words.  Some- 
thing more  than  words  is  essenJiaL  {Skindler  agt.  Houston^ 
1  N.  Y.  R.  261,  265;  Brobin  agt.  Hyde,  32  N.  Y.  R.  519.) 

There  was,  therefore,  no  contract  made. 

Even  had  Deming  notified  Allen  of  defendants  acceptance 
of  his  offer  in  time,  it  would  not  avail  ought  to  the  def  end- 
ants. 

This  account  was  not  created  with  reference  to  the  sale  of 
this  iron  and  copper.  Plaintiff  had  been  performing  similar 
services  and  famishing  similar  materiab  prior  to  this,  and 
this  accoimt  was  commenced  in  July,  and  this  offer  was 
made  the  middle  of  September,  and  it  was  not  credited  by 
the  parties  on  the  alleged  contract,  nor  intended  to  be  cred- 
ited unless  plaintiff  took  the  iron  and  copper. 

Even  had  the  parties  mutually  agreed  thbt  this  account 
should  apply  on  the  iron  and  copper,  yet  not  having  been 
actually  applied,  it  would  not  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute;  (CTari agt.  Tucker,2  Sand/.157;  Elyag^  Ormsby, 
12  Barb.  570.) 

There,,  are  cases  where  a  party  has  been  held  to  have 


MEW  YORK  FRACnCB  REPOBTa 


Ooodftgt. 


affinned  a  void  contract  for  the  poichase  of  peroonal  propertj, 
bj  sabseqaently  dealing  with  the  property  as  his  own.  But 
in  all  those  cases,  the  interference  with  the  property  was 
anieeedent  to  his  positive  refusal  to  be  bound  bj  the  con- 
tract Such  was  the  case  of  Chaplin  agt  Bogera  (1  East^ 
192),  where  the  purchaser  actually  sold  part  of  the  hay,  and 
which  had  been  remoyed  by  the  party  to  whom  he  sold  it. 
The  juiy  found  that  there  had  been  an  acceptance,  and  the 
verdict  was  allowed  to  stand.  (See  ShtfuUer  agt  Hamtonf  1 
N.  7.  B.  268,  bottom  (fpage.) 

UL  Where  anything  remains  to  be  done  by  the  Tendor, 
such  as  ascertaining  the  identity,  quantity  or  quality  of  the 
articles  sold,  the  title  does  not  pass.  {Joyce  agt  Adams^  4 
8dL  B.  291 ;  Otdwater  agt  Dodge,  7  Gow.  85.) 

There  was  no  deliyeiy,  nor  was  the  iron  or  copper  weired 
until  plaintiff  refused  to  have  anything  to  do  with  the  con- 
tract 

Suppose  an  execution  had  issued  against  defendants  at 
any  time,  could  there  be  a  doubt  but  what  this  property 
iroiHil  have  been  liable  to  leyy  and  sale  ? 

Part  of  this  iron  had  been  in  plaintiff's  yard  long  anterior 
to  ADen's  offer.  The  balance  of  the  iron  and  the  copper 
were  in  defendants*  store  on  Main  street,  where  it  still 
remains. 

lY.  The  defendants  allege  in  their  answer,  that  they  haye 
paid  this  demand.  The  referee  negatiyes  this  ayerment^ 
except  as  to  $2.84.    This  finding  is  correct 

The  other  defense  consistB  of  this  contract  for  the  sale  of 
the  copper  and  iron.  The  referee  has  folly  disposed  of  that 
by  finding  that  no  yalid  contract  was  made.  This  finding  is 
also  in  accordance  with  the  eyidence. 

From  this  disposition  of  the  case  by  the  r^oree,  it  neces- 
aarily  foUows  that  whateyer  iron  belonj^g^oiflefendanta 
Qiat  plaintiff  may  haye  used,  was  not  ^ised  under  t^^!s<jgntract 
aD^ed  in  the  answer ,  but  was  cony erted  by  plajjitiff.  ^^^^ 
is  no  allegation  in  the  answer  und^i^  ^which  the  de|pn|ant8 
can  daim  to  haye  the  y  alue  of  this  iron  set  off  a^ji^t 
tifTs  demand.    And  then  the  recoye^* latere  lApo  defense  to 
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an  action  in  favor  of  defendants  for  the  iron  thus  converted. 
The  judgment  should  not  be  disturbed  on  this  account^  but 
should  be  affirmed. 

The  whole  case  resolves  itself  into  two  questions  of  fact. 
1st.  Was  there  a  contract  of  sale  of  this  iron  and  copper 
made? 

2d.  If  made,  was  there  a  part  payment  or  partial  delivery 
of  the  property  as  required  by  the  statute  ?  The  referee  has 
distiQctly  negatived  both  of  these  questions ;  and  his  findings 
are  not  only  supported  by  the  evidence^  but  there  is  really 
no  evidence  to  the  contrary. 

By  tlie  court f  Dantrta,  J.  If  the  a^eement  made  between 
defendants  and  the  plaintiff  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the 
iron  and  copper  wa^  binding  upon  flie  parties,  it  was  suffi- 
cient  to  constitute  a  sale  of  the  property,  as  distinguished 
from  a  mere  agreement  to  sell ;  for  nothing  further  was  to  be 
done  on  the  part  of  the  vendee,  as  between  them  and  the 
purchaser,  and  where  that  is  shown  to  be  the  case,  the  title 
to  the  property  passes  to  the  purchaser,  even  though  it  may 
still  be  necessary  for  the  vendee  to  weigh  it  in  order  to  ascer- 
tain the  aggregate  price  ho  may  be  liable  to  pay  for  it  under 
the  agreemen];.  {Smithes  MercaTttUe  Lzw,  571-3,  and  Notes  ; 
Dotvner  agt.  Tliompaon^  6  HUlf  208 ;  Joyce  agt.  Adams^  4  Seld. 
291,  296 ;  Terry  agt.  Wlieeler,  25  N.  Y.  R.  524-5.) 

The  difficulty  in  the  way  of  carrying  the  agreement  into 
effect,  therefore,  arises  solely  out  of  the  circumstances  that 
there  was  no  note  or  memorandum  of  it  in  writing.  The 
statute  commonly  called  the  statute  of  frauds,  provides  that 
every  contract  for  the  sale  of  any  goods,  chattels  or  things 
in  action,  for  the  price  of  fifty  dollars  or  more,  shall  bo  void 
unless,  1st.  A  note  or  memorandiun  of  such  contract  bo  made 
in  .writing,  and  be  subscribed  by  the  parties  to  be  charged 
thereby ;  or,  2d.  Unless  the  buyer  shall  accept  and  receive 
part  of  such  goods,  or  the  evidences,  or  some  of  them,  of 
such  things  in  action ;  or,  3d.  Unless  the  buyer  shall  at  the 
time  pay  somo  part  of  the  purchase  money  (3  B.  8.  5th  cd. 
221,  §  88).  As  no  note  or  memorandum  of  the  contract 
of  sale  was  made,  nor  no  part  of  the  purchase  money  paid 


NEW  YOBK  PBAOnCB  BEPOBTa        1 1 

•  '       ■  ■    ■    ■  ■    I  I  I  ■  I  ■ 

Good  agt.  Curtias. 

in  this  case,  the  validtij  of  the  agreement  depends  en* 
tiiely  upon  whether  the  buyer  accepted  or  received  any  part 
of  the  goods  or  property  which  was  the  sabject  of  the  agree- 
ment 

In  order  to  constitate  an  acceptance  or  receiving  of  a  part 
of  the  goods  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  it  isnecos- 
saiy  that  there  should  be  some  act,  something  done  indicrv- 
ting  it  beyond  words  merely.  Accordingly,  it  has  been  held 
that  where  the  vendor  and  vendee,  with  the  property  before 
them,  agree  upon  the  terms  of  sale  and  the  price  to  be  paid, 
and  that  the  subject  of  the  contract  shall  become  the  pro- 
perty of  the  vendee,  the  title  does  not  pass  if  the  price  for 
vhich  the  sale  is  made  exceeds  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars* 
(Skindler  agt.  Houston,  1  Comet.  R.  261 ;  Brabin  agt  Hyde, 
32  N.  F.  B.  519-) 

It  is  not  necessary  that  any  part  of  the  goods  should  be 
accepted  or  received  by  the  buyer  at  the  time  of  the  contract, 
bat  an  acoeptance  or  receiving  of  the  same  at  any  time  after- 
wards, if  it  bo  done  imder  the  contract,  and  while  that 
remains  imrovoked,  will  be  sufficient  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  statute.  {Spragtte  agt.  Blake,  20  Wend. 
61 ;  McKfUgJd  agt.  Durdop,  1  Sdd.  537.) 

If  the  contract  between  these  parties  continued  open  at 
the  time  when  the  plaintiff  sold  the  iron  upon  his  premises 
which  belonged  to  the  defendants,  to  Farrar,  Treffts  &  Knight, 
that  sab  of  itself  wiU  be  sufficient  to  charge  him  with  having 
received  and  accepted  a  part  of  the  property,  which  by  the 
contract  he  had  undertaken  through  his  agents  to  purchase ; 
for  a  more  unequivocal  act  of  acceptance  than  that  of  selling 
and  transferring  the  property  to  another  cannot  very  well  be 
imagined. 

The  only  question  necessary  for  consideration  in  this  case, 
therefore  is,  whether  the  contract  of  sale  between  tho  defend- 
ants and  the  plaintiff  was  at  that  timo  subsisting  and  unre- 
voked. If  it  was,  then  tho  acceptance- of  that  part  of  the 
iion  which  was  on  the  plaintiff's  premises  rendered  it  valid 
and  binding  not  only  as  to  that,  but  as  to  all  the  rest  which 
was  included  in  it.    If,  however,  an  end  had  been  put  to  the 
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contract,  then  the  sale  made  of  this  part  of  the  iron  bj  the 
plaintiff,  would  not  renew  or  revive  it,  although  he  informed 
the  purchasers  that  he  had  bought  it  of  the  defendants  and 
credited  it  to  them  on  their  bilL  The  sale,  then,  would  be  a 
conversion  of  the  properfy,  for  which  the  plaintiff  would  be 
liable  to  defendants  to  the  extent  of  its  value,  and  not  an 
acceptance  of  it  under  the  contract  of  sale;  for  such  an 
acceptance  would  be  manifestly  impossible  if  the  contract 
had  previously  been  terminated  by  the  act  of  either  or  both 
of  the  parties. 

The  referee  f oimd  and  decided  that  there  was  no  delivery 
or  acceptance  of  any  part  of  the  property,  and  that  the  sale 
made  by  the  plaintiff  of  that  which  was  upon  his  premises, 
was  a  wrongful  conversion  of  so  much  of  it  as  he  then  sold. 
To  justify  that  conclusion,  the  evidence  must  have  satisfied 
him  that  the  contract  between  the  defendants  and  the  plain* 
tiff  was  not  at  that  time  open  and  subsisting,  for  upon  no 
other  theory  could  such  a  conduaion  be  maintained. 

This  action  seems  to  have  been  commenced  early  in  the 
month  of  November,  in  the  year  1864,  about  three  weeks 
before  the  sale  of  the  iron  about  his  premises  was  made  by 
the  plaintiff  to  Farrar,  Treffts  &  Enight.  The  commence* 
ment  of  the  action,  upon  his  own  account,  which  would  have 
been  overpaid  if  the  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  old  iron  had 
not  then  been  repudiated,  was  an  unmistakable  indication  of 
the  plaintiff's  intention  to  disaffirm  that  contract.  But  the 
evidence  of  disaffirmance  is  not  wholly  confined  to  that  cir- 
cumstance ;  for  Adam  Good,  Jr.,  who  was  derk  for  his  father, 
the  plaintiff,  in  his  business,  testifies  that  he  told  Curtiss, 
one  of  the  defendants^  that  he  did  not  want  the  iron.  Mr. 
Allen,  the  superintendent,  testifies  that  this  was  about  the 
latter  part  of  October,  1864.  And  the  other  defendant 
testifies  that  about  a  week  before  the  suit  was  commenced, 
the  plaintiff  and  Allen,  his  superintendent,  called  upon  him 
to  settle  the  bill  in  suit ;  that  the  contract  for  the  sale  of  the 
iron  was  then  communicated  to  the  plaintiff,  who  replied  it 
was  the  first  he  had  heard  of  it;  and  that  Allen  admitt^ 
he  had  made  the  offer  for  the  iron,  but  thought  the  defend* 
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ants  had  not  folfilled  their  part  of  the  eontraot  ftnd  the  thing 
VII8  thrown  up. 

When  it  is  remembered  that  the  plaintiff  was  absent  at  the 
time  the  agreement  was  made  for  the  sale  of  the  iron  and 
eoppeTy  and  did  not  retam  nntil  abont.the  first  of  November, 
aid  doling  such  <a>aeDoe  his  bosineas  was  entiiely  uiider  the 
ocmtrol  and  management  of  Allen,  and  the  derk  who  notified 
Cortiss  that  he  did  not  want  the  iron,  it  will  be  fseen  that 
there  was  an  uneqaiyocal  disaffirmance  of  the  contract  bj  the 
same  persons  throogh  whose  agencies  it  wa^  first  made,  if 
tiie  refBree  belieYed  the  evidence  thej  gave,  and  this  he 
must  have  done  before  he  conld  reach  the  condnsions  con- 
tamed  in  his  report.  Indeed,  when  the  evidence  of  Allen 
ud  the  derk  is  considered,  with  the  interview  which  Dem- 
ing  had  with  the  plaintiff,  it  is  very  difficult  to  see  how  he 
ccmld  have  condnded  otherwise. 

After  that  interview,  there  was  no  negotiations  for  reviving 
the  agreement^  and  nothing  said  or  done  indicating  any 
intention  to  renew  or  revive  it.  The  mere  sale  of  a  part  of 
flie  iron,  accompanied  with  a  statement  which  the  referee 
finds  to  have  been  made,  was  not  sufiident  to  produce  that 
resolL 

It  foUows,  therefore,  that  none  of  the  property  was 
accepted  or  recdved  by  the  plaintiff  under  the  contract  of 
sale,  and  that  by  the  positive  declaration  of  the  statute  the 
contract  was  void. 

The  defendants  insisted  upon  the  argument  that  the 
leferee  should  have  allowed  them  the  value  of  the  iron  sold 
bj  the  plaintiff.  But  as  that  was  not  accepted  under  the 
contract,  the  plaintiff  was  not  cha^eable  for  it  with  the  prices 
irhich  it*  specified,  and  the  value  of  it  was  not  otherwise 
proved.  Even  if  it  had  been,  that  value  could  not  bo 
allowed  in  tUs  action,  where  the  liability  arose,  as  it  did  in 
fius  case,  out  of  a  wrongful  conversion  of  the  property.  If 
the  sale  had  been  made  before  the  suit  was  commenced, 
the  defendants  might  have  waived  the  tort,  and  hdd  the 
plaintiff  liable  for  the  proceeds  recdved  by  him  as  money 
had  and  recdved  to  their  use,  if  it  had  appeared  what  sudi 
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proceeds  were.  But  no  evidence  was  given  from  which  the 
referee  could  have  determined  that  as  matter  of  fact.  Be- 
sides that,  the  demand  had  no  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  which  was  sufficient  to  prevent 
its  ollowanco  either  as  a  counter-claim  or  a  set-off.  (Code, 
§  150,  *Mfi.  2 ;  3  B.  8.  5th  ed.  634-5,  §  12,  subd.  4)  • 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with 
costs. 


•  ♦  ■ 


SUPREME  COURT. 

OSOAB  O.  FlNNET  agt  JACOB  YeEDKB. 

Where  the  plaintiff  roooven  jadgmont  in  the  jastiooe  oonrt  for  $100,  and  on  ap- 
peal to  the  oonnty  court,  aerres  an  qfer  on  the  defendant  to  correct  U,  by 
taking  $25  less,  which  offer  the  defendant  docB  not  accept,  the  defendant  cannot 
prove  the  offer  in  the  comity  court  for  the  purpoBO  of  eubstantiating  his  asser- 
tion to  the  Jury,  that  the  offer  was  evidence  thas  the  pUUntiJj^  ?iad  no  cor^ 
dence  in  his  case. 

Whether  it  was  necessary  to  prove  the  offer  in  reference  to  the  question  of  costs. 
Dub,  It  seems  that  the  offer  might  be  used  on  the  adjustment  of  costs,  without 
being  proved  in  the  county  court. 

Albany  Genercd  Term,  September,  1865. 

Before  Hogeboom,  Mtlleb  and  Ingalls,  Justices.. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  county  court  of 
Albany  county,  in  favor  of  the  defendant  for  costs.  The 
action  was  commenced  in  the  justices'  court,  where  a  judg- 
ment was  rendered  in  favor  of  tho  plaintiff  for  $100  damages, 
besides  costs.  From  that  judgment  tho  defendant  appealed 
to  the  coimty  court,  and  recovered  judgment  for  costs. 
After  the  notice  of  appeal  was  served,  the  plaintiff  served 
upon  the  defendant  the  following  offer : 
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Fiimej  Agt.  Toeder. 

"ALBANY  COUNTY  COUBT : 


OSGAB  O.  FiNIiET 

agt 
Jacob  Veeder. 


"To  WiLLETT  &  Hawlbt,  appellant's  attomeys: 

"  Qents :  Please  to  take  notice  that  the  respondent  offers  to 
let  the  judgment  herein  be  corrected,  by  deducting  there- 
bom  Hie  sum  of  twenty-five  dollars.   -July  1^  1862. 

"P.  D.  NiVEB,  Bespondent's  Attorney.'* 
This  offer  was  not  acc^ted  by  the  appellant. 

Iea  Shaeeb^/ot  appeUard. 
LiMAN  TB£MAiN,/or  respondenx. 

By  the  court y  Inqatj>s,  J.  The  only  question  involyed  in 
tins  appeal,  is  whether  error  was  committed  in  aUowing  the 
aboYB  offer  to  be  given  in  evidence,  under  the  circumstances, 
in  the  manner,  and  for  the  purpose  it  toas  introduced.  The 
oidj  legitimate  effect  of  the  offer,  under  §  371  of  the  Code, 
▼as  upon  the  question  of  costs,  and  I  do  not  think  it  was 
necessaiy  even  to  prove  it  upon  the  trial  to  secure  the  ben- 
efit 01  that  provision,  as  it  might  have  been  used  upon  the 
adJQstmefnt  of  costs.  But  assuming  that  it  could  properly 
bo  proved  upon  the  trial,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  was  appro- 
priately received  upon  the  trial  in  the  county  court. 

It  appears,  from  the  case,  tHat  it  was  used  by  the  defend- 
ant fdr  a  purpose  wholly  unauthorized,  and  well  calculated 
to  prejudice  the  plaintiff's  case.  Previous  ta  the  introduc- 
tion of  the  offer,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  stated  to  the 
junj  that  the  offer  was  made  because  the  plaintiff  Jiad  no  confir 
deibcs  in  Ins  case.  This  statement  was  objected  to  by  the 
plaintiff's  counsel,  on  the  ground  that  there  had  been  no 
proof  on  the  subject,  and  that  if  an  offer  had  been  made,  it 
could  not  be  proved  to  the  jury.  The  offer  was  then  given 
in  evidence  by  the  defendant,  and  read  to  the  jarj  under  the 
plaintiff's  objection. 
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properly  introduoed  to  apprise  tbe  jury  of  its  effect  upou  the 
question  of  costs. 

If  it  be  assumed  that  this  position  is  sound,  the  difBculty 
yet  remains,  as  the  offer  was  not  used  for  that  purpose, 
neither  the  court  nor  counsel  informed  the  jury  of  the  proper 
effect  of  the  offer.  On  the  other  hand,  we  must  assume 
from  the  facts  detailed  in  the  case,  that  an  erroneous  im- 
pression was  produced  upon  the  minds  of  the  jury  in  regard 
to  the  object  of  such  offer,  which  was  allowed  to  remain  un- 
corrected by  the  courts  and  probably  did  influence  the  jury 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiffl  It  is  said  by  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  that  as  the  verdict  was  for  the  d^endant,  it  is 
apparent  that  no  injury  resulted  from  the  introduction  of  the 
offer,  as  it  could  oiily  affect  the  amount  of  damages  in  case 
the  plaintiff  prevailed  in  the  action. 

I  do  not  think  that  we  should  thus  assume,  as  it  is  impos- 
sible to  calculate  how  far  the  jury  might  have  been  influenced 
by  the  improper  use  of  such  evidence.  An  error  can  only 
be  disregarded  when  it  affirmatively  appears  that  no  possible 
injury  could  arise  to  the  party  complaining  (WbrraU  agt 
Parmdee^  1  ComsUxk^  519).  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that 
the  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  had  in  tiie 
county  courts  with  costs  to  abide  the  event 


■♦♦^ 


SUPEEME  COTJET. 
In  the  xatteb*  of  thb  application  of  Jam^  W.  Beekman 

TO  HAVE  GEETAIN  ASSESSMENTS  FOR  BEGXJLATINa  AND  GBADINa 

First  Avenue  fboh  THnmr-SEVENTH   to   Nineti-fibst 

STREETS  VACATED. 

Thoro  is  no  stafote  requiring  that  an  OMesamait/or  regulating  and  grading 
streets^  <ftc.,  in  the  dty  of  New  York,  shall  be  made  only  qfter  the  oomjpielion 
qf  (fie  work 

If  the  assessment  preoedes  the  perfbnnaDoe  of  the  worlc,  an  eaeimate  of  the  ex- 
pense mnift  be  first  made;  bat  after  the  irark  has  been  eompleted.  and  tbft 
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BspeasB  haa  been  paid  or  incaired,  or  definitely  Moeitained,  the  oethnato  to 
BaperfloooB. 

Where  &I1  the  work  nu  been  contracted  for,  but  a  portion  of  it  only  has  been 
oompleted  when  the  asseesment  is  made,  an  estimate  is  necessary  in  order  to 
ascertain  the  amoont  to  be  assessed. 

Bib  not  neoeasary  that  the  duties  to  be  performed  by  the  assessors  should  bo 
named  tn  (he  ordinanoe.  The  law  has  prescribed  the  dnty  which  thoy  are  to 
peilbniL     • 

Where  the  osieMOrs  consisted  of  three  members,  two  of  whom  were  appointed  by 
originsl  ordinance  in  1856,  and  one  by  the  board  of  commissioners  of  taxes  under 
the  act  of  1859,  in  place  of  one  of  the  original  assessors  who  had  resigned  af^er 
ihe  aasesamont  list  had  been  reported  to  the  board  of  reviatoa;  and  the  boardj 
tfta  Boch  resignation,  retnmed  the  list  to  the  assessors /or  correction : 

Bdd,  that  it  was  a  legal  irregolarity  for  the  two  original  assessors  to  proceed  to 
correct  flto  asBessment,  without  inviting  or  requesting  the  other  recently  ap- 
pomtod  assessor  to  act  with  them. 

The  statatory  rule,  as  well  as  the  role  of  the  common  law,  applicable  before  the 
aetof  1859,  which  authorizes  a  majority  of  the  board  of  assessors  to  be  appointed 
mder  that  act,  to  make  estimates  and  assessments,  requires  all  the  members  t6 
meet  and  covtsidt,  although  a  majority  may  dedde,  unless  special  provision  is 
otherwise  jnade. 

It  may  be  lawftil  for  two  to  act,  if  one  neglects  or  is  unable  to  perform  duty  as  an 
r,  but  it  is  illegal  to  nudude  one  assessor  from  acting,  irUentionaUy. 


New  York  CfeTieral  Term^  November,  1865. 

Brfore  Xnqbahah,  P.  J.,  Leonabd  and  Babnabd,  JusUces. 

The  coporation  of  New  York  adopted  an  ordinance  that 
Kist  Ayenue,  from  Thirty  Seventh  to  Ninety  First  streets, 
be  regulated  and  graded.  Charles  McNeill,  Jacob  F.  Oak- 
k  J  and  William  a  Dooley  were,  by  the  ordinance,  appointed 
assessors  "to  make  a  just  and  equitable  assessment  of  the 
expense  of  conforming  to  this  ordinance  among  the  owners 
and  occupants,"  &c. 

The  work  was  divided  by  the  street  department  into  three 
sections,  and  to  enable  the  contractor  upon  one  section  to 
get  money  pending  the  work,  the  assessors  named  in  the 
ordinance  proceeded  to  lay  an  assessment  for  the  whole 
▼ork,  although  the  work  had  not  been  done,  and  no  estimate 
for  said  work  bad  been  made  by  any  persons  authorized  so 
to  do  by  the  common  coundl,  or  having  any  authority  for 
that  purpose.  The  assessment  so  made  by  them  was  sent 
hjthe  assessors  to  the  board  o(  revision  and  correction  of 
assessments,  December  21st,  1863,  and  was  in  the  hands  of 
&at  board  on  the  31st  day  of  December  of  that  year,  when 
Vol.  XXXI.  2 
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Charles  McNeill,  one  of  the  assessors,  resigned  his  office  and 
entered  upon  his  duties  as  member  of  assembly,  to  which 
office  he  had  been  elected.  Errors  haying  been  found  in  the 
assessment,  on  the  I3th  day  of  January,  the  list  was  returned 
to  the  assessors  for  correction.  The  list  was  received  by  the 
remaining  two  assessors,  and  by  them  nearly  all  the  items  in 
the  assessment  list  were  increased,  including  those  upon  the 
property  of  petitioner,  McNeill  not  meeting  nor  conferring 
with  the  assessors. 

The  assessment  was  vacated  upon  the  proo&  by  the  justice 
before  whom  the  proceedings  were  had,  and  from  his  judg- 
ment order  an  appeal  is  taken  on  the  part  of  the  corporation. 

John  E.  Deveun,  amnsd  to  the  corporaUaru 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  at  special  term, 
vacating  the  above  assessment  as  to  the  property  of  the 
petitioner.    The  objections  to  the  assessment  are  as  follows : 

i^ir^^.-:— That  the  work  is  not  completed. 

SecoTid. — That  only  two  of  the  assessors  acted  in  the  cor- 
rection of  the  list. 

Third. — ^That  various  unauthorized  and  excessive  items 
of  expense  have  been  included  in  the  assessment. 

I.  It  was  not  irregular  to  make  the  assessment  before  the 
completion  of  the  worL 

(a)  The  improvement  for  which  the  assessment  in  question 
was  laid  was  made  in  the  exercise  of  the  power  conferred 
upon  the  corporation  by  the  act  of  1813. 

The  same  section  of  the  act  which  authorizes  the  improve- 
ment, also  provides  for  the  making  of  a  just  and  equitable 
estimate  and  assessment  of  the  expense  thereof  among  the 
owners  and  occupants  of  the  property  benefited.  (2  iJ.  £. 
1813,  chap.  86,  p.  407,  §  175 ;  Valentine's  Laws,  p.  1190.) 

The  language  of  the  act  clearly  indicates  that  the  assess- 
ment is  to  precede  the  completion  of  the  work,  and  such  has 
been  the  judicial  construction  placed  upon  it.  {Elmerulorf 
agt.  Mayor,  25  Wend.  696 ;  Doughty  agt.  Hope,  3  Denio,  249.) 

This  construction  is  strengthened  by  the  provisions  of  ifaie 
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one  hundred  and  seyentjr-sixth  section  of  the  act  of  1813, 
which  in  substance  declares,  that  if  the  sum  expended  in 
maidng  the  improvement  exceeds  the  amount  estimated  and 
coUectedy  a  farther  assessment,  equal  to  the  amount  of  such 
excess  shall  be  made ;  and  in  case  the  sum  expended  shall  be 
less  than  that  estimated  and  collected,  the  surplus  shall  be 
letomed  to  the  persons  from  whom  it  was  collected,  or  to 
their  legal  representatives.  (2  B.  L.  1813,  chap.  86,  §  176 ; 
Vakjitine^s  Laws^  p.  1192.) 

This  construction  is  also  sostamed  by  the  language  of  the 
act  of  1859,  creating  the  board  of  assessors,  and  prescribing 
their  duties.     (Latoa  of  1859,  §  15  ;  V(deritine'8  Lawa^  p.  1280, 

§15.) 

The  act  of  1824  stiU  farther  strengthens  the  position  taken, 
tiiat  the  .assessment  should  precede  the  completion,  of  the 
worL  This  act  originated  in  the  doubt  as  to  what  work 
could  be  done  at  the  expense  of  the  corporation  under  the 
270ih  section  of  the  act  of  1813.  The  act  removes  the  doubt, 
bat  in  its  removal  expressly  provides  that  assessments  for  the 
expenses  incurred  are  to  be  made  as  directed  in  and  by  the 
17dih  section  of  the  act  of  1813  {Laws  1824,  chap.  49,  p.  39). 

The  fact  that  the  ordinance  does  not  provide  for  making 
an  e^imate  and  assessment  of  the  expense,  but  only  provides 
br  an  assessment,  is  immaterial.  The  duties  of  the  assessors 
are  prescribed  and  ^regulated  by  statute  and  not  by  ordi- 
nance. {Laws  1859,  chap.  302,  p.  678,  §  15  ;  2  J8.  i.  1813, 
c%).  86,  p.  407,  §175.) 

Construing  the  15th  section  of  the  act  of  1859,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  175th  section  of  the  act  of  1813,  and  there  can 
be  no  doubt  but  that  the  assessment  should  precede  the  com- 
pletion of  the  work 

n.  The  objection  that  the  assessment  is  void,  for  the  reason 
tbat  only  two  of  the  assessors  acted  in  its  reparation  and 
correction,  cannot  be  sustained. 

(a)  The  assessment  list  was  first  completed  on  the  lOtb 
daj  of  October,  1863,  and  was  sent  to  the  board  of  revision 
on  the  2l8t  of  December,  1863.-  On  the  13th  of  January, 
1864,  the  list  was  returned  to  the  assessors  for  correction. 
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The  corrections  consisted  of  the  addition  of  two  itebis  of 
expense  amounting  to  fifteen  hundred  dollars — ^five  hundred 
dollars  for  cnlyerts,  and  one  thousand  dollars  for  survejors* 
fees — ^these  two  amounts  having  been  inadverdently  omitted 
from  the  list  as  prepared  October  10, 1863. 

After  the  list  was  corrected,  it  was  readvertised  for  objec- 
tions for  the  time  required  by  law.  On  March  4, 1864,  the 
list  as  corrected  was  sent  to  tiie  board  of  revision  for  confir- 
mation, and  was  confirmed  by  that  board  on  the  15th  day 
of  March,  1864. 

In  making  the  assessment  as  completed  October  10, 1863, 
aU  three  of  the  assessors  acted.  In  the  correction  of  the 
assessment  only  two  of  the  assessors,  Dooley  and  QaMey 
acted,  McNeill  having  resigned  on  the  31st  day  of  December, 
1863. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  it  is  insisted  that  the  assessment 
is  void,  for  the  reason  that  only  two  of  the  assessors  took 
part  ia  the  correction  of  the  list.  • 

This  position  is  founded  upon  ihe  rule  that  when  an  autho- 
rity is  conferred  upon  three  or  more  officers,  to  be  exercised 
for  a  public  purpose,  aU  the  persons  upon  whom  the  totho- 
rity  is  conferred  must  meet  and  consult. 

This  rule,  however,  has  no  application  to  the  powers  con- 
ferred upon  the  board  of  assessors  as  at  present  constituted 
(Laws  1859,  chap.  302,  p.  683,  §  16). 

By  this  section  of  the  act  of  1859,  it  is  expressly  provided 
that  a  majority  of  the  "  assessors  shall  msdce  aU  .estimates 
and  assessments,  give  all  notices,"  &c. ;  or,  in  other  words, 
the  power  relative  to  assessments,  which  under  the  act  of 
1813,  was  conferred  upon  the  three  assessors  jointly,  is  by 
the  act  of  1859,  conferred  upon  a  majority. 

The  reason  of  the  change  effected  by  the  act  of  1859  is 
obvious,  when  it  is  remembered  that  under  the  act  of  1813, 
a  similar  objection  to  the  one  now  urged  against  this  assess- 
ment was  taken  and  sustained  as  vaUd,  the  act  of  1813  not 
providing  that  a  majority  might  make  an  assessment. 
(DongJUy  agt.  EopCy  3  JDenio,  594 ;  Affirmed,  1  Comst.  79.) 

This  assessment  was  corrected  in  January,  1864,  and  two 
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of  the  assessois,  Oaklej  and  Doolej^  acted  in  its  correction, 
and  it  is,  therefore,  a  valid  assessment  under  the  act  of  1859, 
and  the  role  that  all  must  meet  and  consult,  is  not  applicable. 
Conceding  the  application  of  the  rule,  yet  it  is  not  Tsithout 
exception,  but  is  subject  to  the  reasonable  modification  that 
when  all  are  notified  or  have  an  opportunity  to  act  and  decline 
to  do  so,  yet  the  act  of  the  majority  is  vahd,  and  those 
declining  to  act  are  to  be  regarded  as  having  dissented. 
(Horton  agt.  Garriam,  23  Barb.  176 ;  Peqpfe  agi  Walker,  23 
Barb.  304 ;  People  agt.  Batchelar,  28  Barb.  310 ;  People  agt 
Batckehr,  22  Barb.  128 ;  Peopie  ex  rd.  McSpedon  agt.  Super^ 
visors  of  New  York,  18  How.  152.) 

It  is  clear  that  McNeill  would  have  had  authority  tp  act 
in  the  correction  of  the  assessment  had  he  been  a  member 
of  the  board  at  the  time  it  was  returned  to  the  assessors. 
Jones,  as  successor  of  McNeill,  was  possessed  of  all  the 
powers  which  McNeill  would  have  had  in  case  he  had  not 
resigned.  The  proofs  show  that  Jones  was  cognizant  of  all 
the  steps  taken  in  the  correction  of  the  assessments  {Testi- 
momf  of  AUeUy  cross'-examination). 

An  opportunity,  therefore,  was  afforded  to  the  third 
assessor,  to  act  had  he  felt  so  inclined,  and  the  assessment 
therefore,  falls  within  the  exception  to  the  genral  rule,  and  is 
valid. 

in.  The  charge  for  assessing  was  properly  included  in  the 
assessment. 

(a)  It  is  clear  that  one  of  the  items  of  expense  which  must 
attend  every  improvement  of  the  character  of  the  one  for 
which  this  assessment  was  laid,  is  the  expense  of  apportioning 
and  assessing  its  cost.  In  this  case  the  assessors  have,  under 
the  solemnity  of  their  oaths,  fixed  that  amount,  and  in  the 
absence  of  fraud,  their  decision  is  binding  and  conclusive. 
(MHJer's  Case,  12  Abb.  121 ;  Matter  of  Seventy-ninth  street, 
Ingbaham,  J.)  In  the  case  last  cited  this  same  objection 
was  taken,  and  was  overruled  by  Justice  Ingbaham. 

lY.  The  objections  that  the  chaises  for  advertising  and  sur- 
veying are  excessive,  and  that  in  correcting  the  Ust  the  assess- 
ors did  not  make  a  just  and  equitable  apportionment  of  the 
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one  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  added,  are  neither  sus- 
tained bj  the  pro(^  nor  avaflable  to  the  petitioners. 

(a)  The  amount  charged  for  the  estimated  expenses  of 
advertisement  is  five  hundred  dollars.  The  correctness  of 
this  charge  is  sought  to  be  impeached  by  the  testimony  of 
the  witness  Allen,  who  swears  that  the  average  expense  for 
advertising  assessment  lists  would  be  between  seventy-five 
and  eighty  dollars — certainly  less  than  one  hundred  dollars. 
He  then  swears  that  the  estimate  of  the  expense  of  adver- 
tising this  list  before  it  came  to  the  assessors,  as  certified  to 
.by  the  street- commissioner,  was  one  hundred  and  twenty- 
three  dollars  and  seventy-five  cents,  and  that  the  whole 
expense  incurred  by  the  assessors  would  not  exceed  seventy- 
five  dollars,  making  an  aggregate  of  two  hundred  and  eight 
dollars  and  seventy-five  cents,  or  more  than  double  the  aver- 
age price,  as  sworn  to  by  him,  clearly  showing  that  the  aver- 
age price  furnished  no  criterion  by  which  to  judge  of  the 
necessary  expense. 

He  also  testifies  that  his  estimate  does  not  include  the  cost 
of  advertising  preliminary  to  the  passage  of  the  original 
ordinance.  The  greatest  force  that  can  be  given  to  the  tes- 
timony of  this  wihiess  is,  that  in  his  opinion,  the  charge  for 
advertising  is  excessive.  The  question  therefore  is,  whether 
his  judgment  or  that  of  the  two  assessors,  the  sworn  officers 
of  the  law,  skilled  from  long  experience  in  the  discharge  of 
the  duties  of  their  office,  in  making  estimates  of  this  charac- 
ter, shall  prevail. 

As  to  the  item  of  surveying,  there  is  to  evidence  attacking 
its  correctness.  The  street  commissioner  certified  to  three 
thousand  and  one  dollars  and  fourteen  cents. 
'  This  was  for  maps  ordered  by  that  department.  Subse- 
quently the  assessors  had  ^eed  of  two  additional  maps  which 
they  ordered,  and  which  now  form  a  part  of  the  assessment 
list,  and  tho  cost  of  which  makes  up  the  remaining  sum  of 
the  charge  for  surveying.  Conceding  that  the  amounts  esti- 
mated as  expenses  of  assessing,  advertising  and  surveying 
are  excessive,  yet  that  would  no{  make  the  assessment  irreg- 
tdar,  but  would  only  convict. the  assessors  of  an  error  of 
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judgment,  from  which  the  petitioner  could  not  suffer  any 
damage,  as  the  176th  section  of  the  act  of  1813,  provides  for 
the  retam  of  all  the  excess  of  the  estimates  over  the  real 
cost  to  tiie  parties  interested. 

(b)  These  objections  having  never  been  presented  to  the 
aasessors  prior  to  the  confirmation  of  the  assessment,  they 
aro  not  now  available  to  the  petitioners.  The  act  of  1841 
fimushea  an  opporfctmity  to  all  persons  having  objectioiia  to 
any  assessment  to  present  them  to  the  chairman  of  the  board 
of  assessors,  whose  duty  it  is  made  to  transmit  them  with 
the  aasessm^ent  to  the  persons  authorized  to  confirm  the  same 
{Laws  1841,  p.  48). 

This  provision  of  the  act  of  1841,  is  analogous  to  that  of 
(he  act  of  1813  (Dams  R.  L.  p.  537,  §  187),  and  under  that 
act  it  has  been  held  tha;t  affidavits  and  objections  not  pre- 
sented to  the  conunissioners,  could  not  be  read  or  heard  in 
opposition  to  a  motion  to  confirm  their  report.  {Harrmn 
street,  16  Johns.  231 ;  Matter  of  Pearl  street,  19  Wend.  649 ; 
John  and  Cherry  streets,  19  Wend.  657 ;  WiRiam  and  Anthony 
dreetSy  19  Wend.  680 ;  Otonersqf  grownd  agt.  Mayor,  16  Wend, 
374  377 ;  Ijym  agt.  (My  of  Brooklyn,  28  Barb.  609  ;  Wash- 
ington Park,  Brooklyn,  1  Sandf.  283.) 

The  petitioners  having  failed  to  present  objections  to  the 
assessment  before  its  confirmation,  are  estopped  from  raising 
them  now  for  the  first  time.  {MiUer's  Case,  12  Abb.  121 ; 
User's  Case,  10  Abb.  481 ;  Bdbcock's  Case,  23  How.  118 ; 
People  agt.  City  of  Bochester,  21  Barb.  657 ;  Sandf ord  agt.. 
J%or,  33  Barb.  147.) 

The  objection  to  the  assessment  that  the  assessors  in  cor- 
acting  the  assessment  did  not  distribute  the  sum  of  fifteen 
hundred  dollars  equitably,  is  not  sustained  by  the  proofs,  nor 
is  it  subject  to  review  here. 

Allen  swore  that  in  correcting  the  list  he  acted  under  the 
directions  of  the  two  assessors,  Oakley  and  Dooley.  His 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  distribution  made  of  the  fifteen 
bnndred  dollars  was  made  without  regard  to  the  location  or 
boiefit  of  the  property  assessed,  ought  not  to  outweigh  the 
sworn  statement  of  the  assessors  that  the  assessment  is  just 
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and  eqtdtable,  especially  when  this  objection  is  taken  for 
the  first  time  after  confirmation.  The  judgment  of  confir- 
mation is  conclnsiye  upon  questions  such  as  this  (Miller^s 
Case^  supra). 

Treating  the  act  of  confirmation  as  a  judgment  of  a  tribu- 
nal of  special  and  limited  jurisdiction,  as  was  done  by  Jus- 
tice Leonabd  in  Miller* s  Case,  and,  therefore,  conclusire  upon 
parties  and  priyies  when  jurisdiction  is  acquired  and  no  fraud 
committed,  it  follows  that  the  objections  here  taken  cannot 
be  sustained. 

It  would  be  quite  as  competent  to  impeach  a  judgment 
of  the  supreme  court  at  special  term,  by  the  testimony  of  the 
derk,  that  the  presiding  justice  in  rendering  the  judgment 
did  not  regard  either  the  eyidence  in  the  case  nor  the  prin- 
ciples of  law  goveming  it. 

y .  The  appUcation  should  be 


j:!«m:'yir# 


Henbt  H.  Akdebson,  for  respondent. 

Fbeldonabt. — ^The  appeal  shotdd  be  dismissed.  The 
order  made  by  the  justice  in  vacating  is  final,  and  not  sub- 
ject to  review  {Matter  of  Dodd,  27  N.  Y.  629). 

First. — ^An  assessment  cannot  be  laid  before  the  work 
assessed  for  is  actually  done.  The  provision  of  section  175  of 
the  act  of  1813,  authorizing  the  appointment  of  assessors  to 
estimate  the  expense  of  a  projected  improvement,  and  the  sub- 
sequent assessment  of  such  estimated  expense,  was  adapted 
to'  a  different  state  of  things  from  that  existing  at  present  in 
the  city.  It  was  only  temporarily  used,  and  the  law  author- 
izing such  estimate  has  since  been  repealed  by  necessaiy 
implication.  But  it  is  unnecessary  to  determine  that  question 
in  this  case,  for,  even  if  the  power  exists,  it  is  necessaiy  to 
do  certain  things  which  have  not  been  done,  and  to  leave 
undone  certain  things  which  have  been  done. 

(a)  By  section  175  of  the  act  of  1813,  {Davies  Laws,  p.  626), 
power  was  given  to  the  Common  Councfl  to  make  improve- 
ments, and  to  cause  estimates  of  the  expense  of  conforming 
to  such  regulations  to  be  made,  and  a  just  and  equitable  as- 
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sessment  ol  such  estimated  expense  to  be  subsequently  made 
among  the  o^mers,  &c.,  of  lots.  It  is  further  provided  that 
ihe  major,  aldermen  and  commonalty,  shall  appoint  three 
skiDfal  and  competent  persons  to  make  every  such  estimate 
as  wen  as  to  make  the  assessment.  The  action  of  the  com- 
mon council  is  as  necessary  to  authorize  an  estimate  as  an 
Assessment.  The  manner  of  laying  an  assessment  is  then 
designated  particularly  by  section  175.  After  the  money  iscol- 
leeted  the  corporation  may  proceed  to  do  the  work.  This  pro- 
Tides  for  one  class  of  cases.  A  second  class  is  provided  for 
by  sectiozi  270.  By  this  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonaliy 
are  authorized  in  all  cases  where  they  may  deem  it  necessary , 
for  the  more  speedy  execution  of  the  work,  to  have  such 
work  done  at  their  own  expense  on  account  of  the  persons, 
respectively,  upon  whom  the  same  may  be  assessed,  &o. 
They  are  given  authority  to  do  the  work  and  then  to  levy 
and  collect  the  amount  expended. 

By  the  act  of  February  16, 1824,  {Davie's  Laws  p.  659,)  it 
is  provided  that  assessments  for  any  expense  for  local  im- 
provements, tmth  interest^  may  be  made  as  directed  in  and 
by  section  175,  and  shall  be  a  real  incumbrance  upon  the 
houses  and  lots,  which  may  be  sold  for  any  such  assessment 
thereon,  &c. 

The  provision  for  interest  is  noteworthy,  showing  the  in- 
tention that  the  money  should  have  been  expended. 

The  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty,  deemed  the  ^ork 
in  question  one  which  should  be  done  at  their  own  expense. 
As  this  brought  the  case  imder  section  270,  they  did  not  ap- 
point any  persons  to  estimate  the  expense,  nor  authorize  such 
estimate  to  be  made,  but  authorized  only  an  assessment  of 
the  expense  when  the  same  should  actually  be  incurred.  In 
this  case  the  assessors  have  acted  prematurely.  There  was 
no  authority  for  making  the  assessment  which  was  made. 
An  assessment  under  such  an  ordinance  as  the  one  under 
which  this  work  was  done,  for  anything  else  than  tJie  expense 
of  conforming  to  the  ordinance,  is  vUra  vires  Such  expense 
cannot  be  ascertained  until  the  work  is  done. 

As  the  amount  assessed  is  only  an  estimated  amoimt,  de- 
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termined  by  no  lawful  authority,  there  is  no  pretence  of  law 
by  which  the  property  of  the  petitioner  can  be  charged  with 
an  assessment  therefor. 

The  assessment  made  was,  on  this  ground  properly  va- 
cated. 

Second. — ^But  even  were  an  assessment  authorized  it  has 
not  been  lawfully  made. 

1.  Three  assessors,  McNeill,  Oakley  and  Dooley,  werp  ap- 
pointed by  the  ordinance  to  make  this  assessment  De- 
cember 21, 1863,  the  list  was  sent  to  the  board  of  revision 
and  correction.  December  31,  McNeill  resigned.  January 
13, 1864,  the  board  sent  the  list  back  to  the  two  assessors, 
Oakley  and  Dooley,  who  increased  nearly  all  the  items  in 
the  assessment  list  without  conference  with  the  third 
assessor.    This  was  an  irregulariiy. 

(a)  The  principle  is  too  well  settled'  to  be  now  disturbed 
that  where  any  three  persons  (not  a  court)  are  appointed  to 
act  judicially,  upon  a  public  matter,  they  must  all  confer, 
but  a  majority  may  decide. 

This  will  be  rigidly  enforced,  especially  in  such  proceed- 
ings OS  tend  to  divest  a  man  of  the  title  to  his  property. 
The  act,  in  authoming  the  making  of  assessments  by^ 
assessed,  or  a  majorify  of  them,  does  not  intend  to  change 
the  rule  of  law,  but  is  merely  giving  expression,  to  the  law 
as  settled  by  adjudicated  cases.  {Doughty  agt.  JSope,  1 
ComsL  82 ;  Ex  parte  RodgerSy  7  Cow.y  626 ;  Lee  agt.  Parry ^ 
4  Denioy  125 ;  Sharp  agt.  Johnson,  4  J3iS,  99 ;  PotceU  agt. 
TidOey  3  Comst.  396.) 

Third, — ^The  amounts  for  which  the  assessment  was  laid 
were  known  to  the  assessors  to  be  incorrect. 

1.  The  amount  for  advertising,  $500,  is  shown  by  Allen's 
testimony  to  be  double  the  correct  amount. 

2.  The  surveyor's  fees  were  certified  to  by  the  street  com- 
missioner at  $3,001.14    The  assessors  put  in  $6,683.17. 

3.  The  salaries  of  the  assessors  and  their  clerks  €tmounted 
in  aU  to  $7,000.  This  amount  is  raised  by  taxation,  and  the 
assessors  occupy  one  of  the  public  offices  in  the  city  hall. 
There  are,  therefore,  no  expenses  for  which  an  assessment 
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can  be  laid,  nor  was  there  anything  to  justify  a  charge  for 
$3,357.05.  In  addition  to  this  the  assessors  had  ahreadj, 
during  the  year,  assessed  upwards  of  $10,000  for  expenses 
of  assessing.  This  assessment  actually  cost  the  corporatipn 
nothing ;  and  a  clear  profit  of  $10,000  had  already  been  made 
that  year  out  of  assessment  business. 

These  facts  were  known  to  the  assessors,  and  the  assess- 
ment of  these  amounts  must  be  regarded  in  law,  if  not  a 
fraud,  certainly  an  irregularity. 

Fourth, — ^The  law  provides  that  the  expense  shall  be 
assessed  upon  the  owners,  <&c.,  in  proportion  to  the  amotmt 
their  lots  are  benefited.  This  assessment  was  increased  by 
the  two  assessors,  and  as  finally  made,  was  '^not  at  all  with 
reference  to  the  location  of,  or  benefit  to  property,*'  "but 
only"  with  reference  to  finding  blank  spaces  on  the  list  to 
insert  amounts.  If  a  space  was  left  for  insertion  of  figures, 
the  assessment  was  there  made. 

This  can  hardly  be  other  than  a  fraud  upon  the  assessed, 
and  it  is  certainly  a  gross  irregularity. 

Fi/th. — ^The  order  below  should  be  affirmed. 

By  the  courts  Leonabd,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  on  the  part 
of  the  city  from  an  order  vacating  an  assessment  in  pro- 
ceedings taken  under  the  act  of  1858. 

The  petitioner  objects  that  <he  assessment  has  been 
prematurely  imposed.  The  ordinance,  authorizing  the 
improvement,  directs  the  work  to  be  done  at  the  expense  of 
the  city,  for  its  more  speedy  execution.  The  work  was  not 
completed  when  the  evidence  was  taken  in  the  said  proceed- 
ing, in  August,  1864.  Although  the  assessment  was  report- 
ed to  the  board  of  revision,  &c.,  in  January,  and  confirmed 
by  that  board  in  March,  1864. 

It  is  indicated  by  the  terms  of  the  ordinance  that  the 
improvement  was  to  be  made  by  the  city,  under  section  270 
of  the  act  of  April  9, 1813.     ( Vide  Davie's  Laws  p  567.) 

It  is  provided  by  an  act  passed  in  1824,  chap.  49,  that  the 
authority  given  by  section  270,  of  the  act  of  1813,  shall  apply 
to  all  the  ordinances  of  the  city  for  work  to  be  done,  and 
&at  the  assessment  therefor  shaU  be  made  pursuant  to  sec- 
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tion  175  of  the  same  act.  Beferring  to  section  175  it  will 
be  seen  that  it  contains  no  direction  that  the  assessment 
shall  be  made  before  or  after  the  work  has  been  performed. 
JI  the  assessment  precedes  the  performance  of  the  work, 
it  is  entirely  clear  that  an  estimate  of  the  expense  must  be 
first  made :  but  after  the  work  has  been  completed,  and  the 
expense  has  been  paid  or  incurred,  or  definitely  ascertained, 
the  estimate  is  superfluous.  {WetTnore  agt.  Campbell^  2 
Sand/.  S.  C.  JR.  341.) 

The  same  case  was  referred  to  and  affirmed  by  the  court 
of  appeals,  in  Manice  agt.  The  Mayor,  dec  of  New  York,  (4 
8dd.  R.  130).  In  the  present  case  all  the  work  had  been 
contracted  for,  but  a  portion  of  it  only  had  been  completed 
when  the  assessment  was  made. 

It  thus  appears  that  an  estimate  was  necessaty  in  order  to 
ascertain  the  amount  to  be  assessed.  The  assessors  were 
sworn  to  make  a  just  estimate  and  assessment,  but  the  ordi- 
nance omits  any  direction  for  an  estimate.  The  ordinance 
was  adopted  in  November,  1856,  and  the  assessors  were 
named  therein,  the  common  council  then  being  authorized 
to  make  the  appointment.  These  assessors  proceeded  to 
make  an  estimate  and  assessment  in  October,  1863,  which 
they  reported  in  December  following  to  the  board  of 
revision,  &c.,  who  are  charged  now  with  the  duty  of  revising 
and  confirming  assessments.  I  think  it  not  necessary  that 
the  duties  to  be  performed  by  the  assessors  should  be  named 
in  the  ordinance.  The  law  has  prescribed  the  duiy  which 
they  are  to  perform. 

The  assessors  being  appointed  by  the  ordinance,  were 
required  to  proceed  and  perform  the  duty  which  the  law 
imJ>osed  upon  them  as  such  officers. 

The  objection  that  the  assessment  could  not  be  made 
before  the  completion  of  the  work,  and  that  the  assessors 
were  not  authorized  to  make  on  estimate  upon  which  to 
found  their  assessment  is  not  well  taken. 

Another  objection  is  urged  by  the  petitioners,  arising  out 
of  subsequent  proceedings,  in  respect  to  this  assessment. 

One  of  the  assessors  appointed  by  the  ordinance  in  1856, 
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resigned  on  the  31st  of  December,  1863,  after  the  assessment 
list  had  been  reported  to  the  board  of  revision,  &c.  On  the 
ISth  of  Jannaiy,  following,  that  board  returned  the  list  to 
the  assessors  for  correction.  The  two  remaining  assessors 
appointed  by  the  said  ordinance  of  1856,  acted,  in  making 
the  corrections,  withont  the  concurrence  of  a  third  assessor, 
who  had  been  appointed  in  the  place  of  the  one  who  had 
resigned,  by  the  board  of  commissioners  of  taxes,  &c.,  by  the 
authority  of  the  act  which  created  that  board,  passed  in 
1859.  It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  newly  appointed 
assessor  was  not  invited  to  act  in  making  the  corrections  of 
the  assessment  list  because  he  had  not  been  named  in  the 
ordinance. 

The  report  of  the  assessors  declares  that  they  derive  their 
appointment  from  the  common  council  under  the  said  ordi- 
nance. It  has  not  been  insisted  that  the  two  assessors,  who 
were  appointed  by  the  said  ordinance,  had  not  authority  to 
act  after  the  act  of  1859,  making  it  the  duty  of  the  commis- 
Bioneis  of  taxes,  &c.,  to.  appoint  assessors.  Nor  is  it  claimed 
that  they  derive  any  authority  to  make  an  estimate  or  assess- 
ment by  virtue  of  any  appointment  from  that  board. 

The  act  of  1859,  creating  the  said  bocupd,  contains  a  pro- 
vision authorizing  a  majority  of  the  board  of  assessors  to  be 
appointed  under  that  act,  to  make  estimates  and  assess- 
ments. But  the  provisions  of  that  act  are  not  made  applica- 
ble to  the  assessors  theretofore  existing.  {Seas.  Laws,  1859, 
chap.  302,  §  16.) 

The  board  of  assessors  consisted  of  three  members,  two 
appointed  by  the  ordinance,  and  one  by  the  board  of  com- 
missioners of  taxes,  &c.,  but  the  two  former  only  acted.  It 
cannot  be  assumed  that  the  other  was  notified,  but  neglected 
to  meet  with  the  other  two  because  the  evidence  is,  that  it 
was  thought  best  that  he  should  not  act,  as  he  was  not. 
named  in  the  ordinance.  The  statutory  rule,  as  well  as  the 
role  of  the  common  law,  applicable  before  the  act  of  1859, 
requires  all  the  members  to  meet  and  consult,  although  a 
majoriiy  may  decide,  mdess  special  provision  is  otherwise 
made.    (2  B.  S.  555 ;  Douyhty  agt  Hope.  3  Dento,  594) 
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That  rale  is  the  one  to  which  the  assessors  in  question  were 
required  to  conform.  They  disregarded  it  This  was  a  legal 
irregularity,  which  rendered  their  action,  after  December 
31, 1863,  invalid.  Under  the  act  of  1859,  if  that  rule  was 
applicable -here,  it  would  be  illegal  to  exclude  one  assessor 
from  acting  intentionally.  It  might  be  lawftd  for  two  to  act 
if  one  neglected,  or  was"  unable  to  perform  duty  as  an 
assessor. 

The  order  appealed  from  must,  therefore,  be  affirmed,  with 
costs. 


■  »■ 


SUPBEME  COTJBT. 

Zqiq^  W.  Fbikk  agt.  The  Hampden  Insubanoe  Company. 

* 

Whero,  in  a  policy  of  insurance,  the  loss  is  made  payable  to  a  fhirdt  person,  who 
has  no  interest  in  the  property  insured,  bat  oU4pis  the  insnranoe  as  collateral 
secority  for  liabilities  incurred  for  the  insured,  prior  to  the  insurance,  he  can, 
in  case  of  loss,  maintain  an  action  for  the  insurance  money,  and  reooyer  in  his 
own  name. 

Albany  Oenerdl  Termy  September^  1865. 

Befcyre  Hogeboom,  Milleb  arid  Ingalls,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  special  term  overruling  demurrer. 

The  complaint  alleges  the  defendants  to  be  an  incorpora- 
tion, as  an  insurance  company,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Massachusetts ;  the  application  of  one 
Bichard  Hurst,  of  the  village  of  Cohoes,  to  the  company,  to 
be  insured  against  loss  or  damage  by  fire  upon  certain  prop- 
erty owned  by  him,  for  the  term  of  one  year  from  the  fii^t 
day  of  August,  1863 ;  that  the  defendants  became  insurers, 
setting  out  the  certificate  of  insurance  in  fall,  "loss,  if  any, 
payable  to  «L  W.  Frink,  as  collateral;"  the  destruction  of 
the  insured  property  of  the  value  of  more  than  the  amount 
covered  by  the  poHcy,  and  all  the  requisite  steps  to 
charge  the  defendants ;  that  previous  to  the  issuing  of  the 
certificate,  the  plaintiff  had  loaned  to  Hurst  his  promissory 
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notes  to  an  amonnt  exceeding  $1,500,  and  which  were  in  the 
hands  of  bona  fide  holders,  and  that  he  is  still  liable  upon 
said  not^  to  an  amonnt  exceeding  the  sum  covered  by  tho 
cectificate  ;  that  said  notes  are  outstanding  and  unpaid ;  that 
in  consideration  of  the  premium  of  $112.50,  the  defendants, 
at  the  request  of  Hurst,  agreed  to  paj  loss,  if  any,  to  Frink, 
and  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  claims  to  recover  the  amount  of 
the  loss.  The  defendants  demur  generally,  that  the  com* 
plaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action* 

S.  Hand, /or  d^endants. 
Ira  Shafeb, /or  plaintiff. 

By  the  court,  MOiLEB,  J.  It  is  not  claimed  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  any  insurable  interest  in  the  property  insured,  but  it 
is  indsted  that  he  was  the  appoin  Jof  H^  the  ksured. 
to  receive  the  loss,  if  any  was  incurred,  and  hence  is  entitled 
to  maintain  this  action. 

In  GrosvencT  agt.  The  Atlantic  Fire  Insurance  Company  (17 
N.  Y.  S.  391),  the  action  was  brought  by  the  mortgagee,  to 
whom  the  loss  was  payable,  and  it  was  held  that  he  could 
not  recover  because  of  a  breach  of  the  conditions  of  the 
policy  by  the  mortgagor.  The  learned  judge  in  this  case, 
held  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  appointee  of  the  party  insured 
to  receive  the  money  that  might  become  due  from  th,e 
insurers  upon  the  contract.  He  says :  *'  The  undertaking  to 
pay  the  plaintiff  was  an  undertakrng  collateral  to  and 
dependent  upon  the  principal  undertaking  to  insure  the 
mortgagor.  The  effect  of  it  was,  that  the  defendants  agreed 
that  whenever  any  money  should  become  due  to  the  mort- 
gagor upon  the  contract  of  insurance,  they  would,  instead 
of  paying  it  to  the  mortgagor  himself,  pay  it  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  mortgagor  must  sustain  a  loss  for  which  the  insurers 
were  liable,  before  the  party  appointed  to  receive  the  money 
would  have  a  right  to  claim  it.  It  is  the  damckge  sustained 
by  the  party  insured,  and  not  by  the  party  ^appointed  to 
receiye  payment,  that  is  recoverable  from  the  insurers.'* 
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(Maoomber  agt.  The  Bainbridge  Mutual  Fire  Insurance  Co. 
8  Gush.  133.) 

He  then  proceeds  to  state  that,  "the  insurance  being 
upon  the  interest  of  the  mortgagor,  and  he  having  parted 
with  that  interest  before  the  fire,  no  loss  was  sustained  by 
him,  and  of  course  none  was  recoverable  b j  his  assignee  or 
appointee." 

The  effect  of,  and  the  irresistible  inference  to  be  drawn 
from  these  observations  is,  that  but  for  the  fact  that  the 
mortagor  had  parted  with  his  interest,  and  had  sustained  no 
loss,  that  the  plaintiff  could  have  recovered  as  his  appointee. 
(See  cHao  BidtaeU  agt.  North  Western  Ins.  Go.  19  N.  T.  R. 
179, 183.) 

The  case  above  cited  (17  N.  Y.  R.  391),  establishes  that 
the  loss  being  payable  to  another  party  instead  of  the 
insured,  was  merely  a  designation  of  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  to  be  paid  after  it  had  accrued,  and  was  not  an  assign- 
•ment  of  the  policy,  because  payable  to  another. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  it  was  an  insurance  of  Hurst,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  the  appointee  to  receive  the  money  in  the  event 
of  a  loss  by  fire.  It  was  only  an  agreement  collateral  to  and 
dependent  upon  the  original  undertaking,  that  after  a  loss 
had  occurred,  and  not  before,  that  the  money  should  be  paid 
over  to  the  plaintiff,  and  not  an  assignment  of  the  policy 

before  any  loss.  If  the  case  of  Orasvenmr  agt.  T/ie  Atlantic 
Fire  Ins.  Go.  is  a  reliable  authority,  then  it  was  not  neces- 
sary for  the  plaintiff  to  aUege  in  his  complaint  that  he  had 
an  insurable  interest,  and  the  plaintiff  to  whom  the  loss  was 
payable  as  appointee,  can  maintain  this  action,  and  imless 
there  is  some  authority  that  overrules  the  doctrine  laid 
down,  it  must  be  considered  as  conclusive  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  recover. 

The  defendants'  counsel  insists  that  there  is  such  authority 
and  our  attention  has  been  particularly  directed  to  the  case 
of  Freeman  agt.  Tlie  Fidton  Ins.  Go.  (14  Abb.  398),  which  is 
mainly  relied  upon  to  sustain  an  adverse  theory.  In  that 
case  one  Stetson  was  the  owner  of  the  steamer  Cataiine,  at 
the  time  of  the  issuiog  of  the  policy,  and  the  defendants 
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insnred  the  jplaintiffa,  or  wham  it  might  concern^  and  the  loss^ 
if  any,  was  payable  to  the  pUiirdiff9>  It  was  held  that  the 
complaint  was  demurrable,  and  that  in  order  to  recover  upon 
a  fire  insurance  policy  for  the  amount  of  the  loss,  it  must 
allege  that  the  plaintiff  had  an  interest  in  the  thing  insured  ' 
at  tibe  time  of  the  loss,  unless  the  claim  was  assigned  to  him 
afterwards,  or  he  sues  as  trustee  of  an  eicpress  trust,  and  if 
he  sues  as  trustee  or  agent,  the  complaint  should  allege  the 
existence  of  such  trust,  and  show  his  authority  to  collect  the 
amount  insured. 

To  make  the  case  cited  parallel  to  the  one  at  bar,  Stetson 
should  have  been  the  insured  party,  and  the  loss  payable  to 
the  plaintiffs.  As  it  stands,  the  plaintiffs,  or  whom  it  might 
concern,  were  the  parties  insured.  The  plaintiflk  had  no 
insurable  interest,  and  Stetson  was  not  insured,  nor  did  it 
appear  that  the  plaintiffs  had  acted  as  the  trustees,  or 
agents  of  Stetson,  the  owner. 

Entirely  a  different  question  was  presented  from  the  one 
now  considered,  and  I  think  the  authority  last  cited  is 
not  in  conflict  with  17  N.  Y.  B.  And  although  referred  ta 
appioTuigly  in  Foider  agt.  The  New  York  Indemnity  Ins. 
Co,  (26  If.  Y.  B.  425),  yet  I  imderstand  it  was  only  for  what 
it  actuaUy  did  decii:  aud  not  as  sustaiBing  a^  doctrine 
adverse  to  the  former  case. 

The  facts  presented  by  the  complaint  here,  do  not  show 
an  assignment  befoi^loss  to  a  party  who  had  no  interest  in 
the  property  within  the  principle  of  several  cases  to  which 
we  have  been  referred.  {PeaJbody  agt.  Washington  Ins.  Co.. 
20  Barh.  340 ;  Fowler  agt.  New  York  Indemnity  Ins.  Co.  2ft 
K  Y.  R.  423;  Bim  agt.  Ufe  Ins.  Co.  23  N.  Y.  B.  516; 
Hooper  agt.  Hudson  Biverlns.  Co.  17  N.  Y.  B.  427 ;  Granger 
agt.  Hotoard  Ins.  Co.  6  WcTid.  202.)  But  a  case  where  the 
relation  of  insurer  and  insured  existed  between  the  defend- 
ant and  Hurst,  the  owner  of  the  property,  until  a  loss  had 
taken  place,  when  the  plaintiff,  as  the  appointee  of  the 
insured,  steps  in  and  claims,  under  the  agreement,  that  the 
defendants  should  pay  the  money  to  him. 

There  are  several  other  pointe  urged  by  the  defendants* 
VoLw  XXXL  8 
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counsel  that  cannot  be  upheld,  if  the  yiews  abeady  expressed 
are  sound  and  maintainable,  and  hence  a  discussion  of  them 
is  not  required.        "  ^        . 

My  opinion  is  that  the  case  of  Orosvencr  agt.  The  AHarv- 
tic  Fire  Ins.  Co.  is  a  decisive  authority  upon  the  question 
discussed,  and  that  the  demurrer  to  the  plaintiff's  complaint 
was  not  well  taken. 

The  order  oyerruling  the  demurrer  must  be  affirmed  with 
costs,  with  leave  to  withdraw  the  demurrer  and  put  in  an 
answer  upon  the  usual  terms. 


•  ♦• 


SXJPREME  COUBT. 

Jebonehcus  H.  Undebhill,  respondent  agt.  The  Nobth 
Ahebican  Kerosene  Gas  Light  Compant,  appellants. 

Where  the  defendante,  by  a  specification  and  draidngs,  dated  tho4tb  of  January, 
1859,  invited  proxMsals  for  the  construction  of  twenty-seyen  meerschaums,  to 
be  constructed  thereunder  of  brick,  deliyerabe  at  different  times  prior  to  the 
first  day  of  'J^uly,  1859— specifying  that  eight  (the  remainder  of  the  twenty- 
seven)  were  to  be  delivered  on  the  first  day  of  July,  and  containing  a  clause 
"  Any  ntem&er  at  our  option  ;**  also,  "  in  addition  to  the  above,  wo  wish  to  eeti- 
mato  for  the  same  number  of  iron  meerschaiuns  to  be  deUyered  as  aboye,** 
giving  a  description  of  the  latter ; 

And  the  plaintiff  proposed,  in  writing,  to  construct  twenty-six  or  twenty-seven  of 
the  brick  meerschaums  for  $1,650  each,  or  twenty-six  or  twenty-seyen  of  the 
iron  meerschaums  for  $1,850,  in  accordance  with  the  plans  of  January  4, 
1859,"  all  the  a'boyo  to  be  in  accordance  as  first  plan  and  specifications,  and  to 
be  delivered  at  such  dates,  and  in  such  numbers,  as  the  company  may  specify, 
in  the  next  sixty-fiye  days."  Which  offer  was  accepted  in  writing  by  tho  com- 
pany. The  plainti£^  after  constructing  seyen  meerschaums,  was  prohibited  by 
the  defendants  fiom  manufacturing  any  more,  as  they  had  failed  to  pay,  and  had 
become  insolvent : 

Eddy  that  the  defendants,  by  expressing  "  any  number  at  our  option,**  would  seem 
to  reserve  tho  right  to  increase  and  not  diminxsh  the  whole  number  of  meer- 
schaums to  be  manufactured : 

SdOL  also,  that  the  defendants,  having  accepted  and  assented  to  the  plaintifiT's 
proposition,  and  the  terms  named,  which  vailed  their  proposal,  were  liable  for 
the  whole  number  of  meerschaums  (27). 

Hdd  alsoy  that  tho  correct  mlo  of  damages  was  to  allow  tho  plaintiff  the  €u:ttial 
prqfit  on  each  meerschaum  (20)  left  unmanufitctured. 

New  York  OeTieral  Term,  November,  1865. 
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Befcre  Ikgbaham,  P.  Jl,  Lsonabd  and  Babnabd,  Justices. 

This  case  came  np  on  appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  in 
jfaTor  of  the  plaintifF  for  $17,479,  in  October,  1863.  It  had 
been  tried  twice  before  a  referee,  and  twice  on  appeal 
aigaed  before  the  general  term. 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows : 

On  the  4th  of  January,  1859,  the  company  desired  esti- 
mates on  some  pipes  for  the  manufacture  of  kerosene  oil, 
called  meerschaums,  which  they  proposed  to  build  of  iron  or 
brick.  For  that  purpose  a  specification  and  some  drawings 
were  prepared  for  the  proposals  of  mechanics.  In  those 
specifications  the  company  desired  twenty-seven  meer- 
schaums to  be  constructed  thereunder,  of  brick,  deliverable 
at  different  times  prior  to  the  first  day  of  July,  1859.  After 
specifying  that  eight  (the  remainder  ot  the  twenty-seven) 
were  to  be  delivered  on  the  first  day  of  July,  the  specifica- 
tions contained  a  clause,  '^  any  number  at  our  option,"  and 
&en  continued:  "In  addition  to  the  above  we  wish  esti- 
mates for  the  same  number  of  iron  meerschaums  to  be 
ddiyered  as  above."  It  then  proceeded  with  a  description 
ef  the  iron  ones  so  desired.  The  plaintiff,  as  one  of  the 
mechanics  to  whom -these  plans  and  specifications  were 
delivered  for  proposal,  concluded  to  make  an  estimate  for 
twenty-six  or  twenty-seven  of  the  meerschaums.  On  the 
10th  January,  1859,  he  wrote  a  proposal  to  the  company  to 
the  effect  that  he  would  contract  to  construct  tweniy-six  or 
twenty-seven  of  the  brick  meerschaimis  for  $1,650  each,  or 
twenty-sis  or  twenty-seven  of  the  iron  meerschaums  for 
$1,850. 

They  were  to  be  constructed  in  accordance  with  the  first 
plan  and  specifications,  dated  January  4th,  1859,  and  to  be 
delivered  at  such  dates,  and  in  such  numbers,  as  the  com- 
pany might  specify  in  the  next  sixty-five  days.  On  the 
the  same  day,  the  secretary  and  acting  business  man  of  the 
company,  assents  to  the  proposition  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
wrote  to  him  to  that  effect. 

The  plaintiff  constructed  seven  meerschaums,  each  of 
twenty-five  tons  capacity,  and  made  one  of  one  hundred 
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tons  as  an  experiment.  The  company  failed  subseqaentl j, 
did  not  pay  their  notes,  and  went  into  insolyency.  The 
pLuntiff  was  left  with  a  large  amount  of  mannfactured  iron 
on  hand,  and  had  gone  to  great  expense  to  carry  otit  the 
contract.  The  cost  of  each  meerschaum  was  $1,020,  which 
allowed  to  the  plaintiff  a  profit  of  $830  on  each  machine, 
amounting  in  all,  on  the  twenty  left  tmmanuf actured,  to 
$16,600.  The  plaintiff  brought  his  action  to  recover  those 
damages.  On  the  first  trial  the  referee  found  all  the  fact^ 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  excepting  he  held  that  by  the  writ- 
ten  memorandum,  subjoined  to  the  specification,  the  option 
of  any  number  of  the  meerschaums  to  be  delivered  was 
reserved  to  the  company,  and  constituted  one  of  the  terms 
of  the  contract;  and  in  stopping  the  work  the  defendants 
did  what  they  had  a  right  to  do,  and  were  not  responsible 
for  the  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  work  not 
executed  but  contracted  to  be  done.  From  this  report  the 
plaintiff  took  an  appeal  to  the  general  term,  which  in  tHb 
February  term,  1862,  reversed  the  judgment,  holding  that 
the  proposal  of  the  plaintiff,  in  maUng  his  estimate  to  the 
company  to  build  twenty-six  or  twenty-seven  meerschaums 
and  in  adding  the  clause  "  all  the  above  to  be  in  accordance 
with  the  first  plan  and  specification  dated  4th  inst.,  and  to 
be  delivered  at  such  dates  and  in  such  numbers  as  you  may 
specify  within  the  next  sixty-five  days,'*  proposed  a  variance 
from  the  terms  named  by  the  defendants  in  respect  to  the 
option.  That  the  offer  was  to  build  the  whole  number  men- 
tioned, giving  the  defendants  sixty-five  days  with  which  they 
are  requii^ed  to  specify  the  dates  and  numbers  of  the  deliv- 
eries.  To  this  proportion  n^ade  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defend- 
ants  reply  in  writing  oii  the  same  day,  and  "  assent  to  the 
proposition  and  terms  therein  made."  This,  therefore,  con- 
stituted an  agreement  for  twenty-seven  meerschaums;  the 
variation  in  the  contract  proposed  by  the  plaintiff  was 
assented  to  by  the  defendants.  After  the  reversal,  the  cause 
was  tried  a  second  time  before  the  same  referee,  and  on  the 
new  trial  much  testimony  was  taken,  and  a  judgment  was 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $16,600,  on  which  judg- 
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ment  was  entered  for  the  amount  before  stated.  From  this 
latter  judgment  the  defendant  took  an  appeal  to  the  general 
tenn,  and  the  cause  was  again  argued  during  the  present 

term. 

Saxuel  E.  Lton,  for  a'ppeHarda. 
D.  MgMahon,  for  respoTuierU, 

By  the  courts  Leonaed,  J.  The  contract  between  the  par- 
ties remains  substantially  as  it  appeared  when  the  case  was 
before  the  general  term  on  a  former  occasion  (36  Barb.  JS. 
354,  356).  The  specification  or  writing  wherebj  the  gas 
company  invite  proposals,  is  rather  indefinite  as  to  the  option 
which  tiiey  claim.  Still  I  incline  to  the  opinion  that  the 
option  as  expressed  in  the  said  invitation,  reserves  the  right 
to  increase  and  not  to  diminish  the  whole  number  of  meer- 
schaums to  be  manufactured.  The  gas  company  name  five 
dates  or  times  for  the  delivery  of  a  definite  number,  amount- 
h^  in  aU  to  twenty-seven,  and  then  invite  an  estimate  for 
"the  same  number  of  iron  meerschaimis,  to  be  delivered  as 
above.*'  There  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  they  wished  an 
option  to  take  a  less  number.  Perhaps  it  was  designed  to 
aecore  an  option  to  change  the  number  deUverable  at  the 
Bereral  dates  specified.  Whatever  meaning  the  gas  company 
maj  have  intended  tQ  attach  to  the  option,  the  plaintiff  in 
his  answer  makes  it  specific  and  certain. 

He  makes  his  estimate  for  twenty-six  or  twenty-seven  meer- 
flchamns  of  the  two  different  descriptions  required,  and  then 
adds,  ^  dU  the  above  to  be  in  accordance  as  first  plan  and 
specifications,  and  to  be  delivered  at  such  dates  and  in  such 
numbers  as  you  may  specify  within  the  next  sixiy-five  days." 

Here  the  option  relates  only  to  the  dates  and  numbers  of 
the  several  deliveries.  There  is  no  option  as  to  the  whole 
nmaber,  except  that  it  is  not  stated  whether  there  shall  be 
twenty-six  or  twenty-seven.  The  defendants  assent  to  the 
proposition  and  terms  named.  All  the  other  questions  rela- 
ted to  the  facts  as  found  by  the  referee,  so  far  as  anything 
▼as  argued  before  us.    The  evidence  sustains  the  facts  as 
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found,  in  my  opinion.  The  chief  question  was  whether  the 
parties  agreed  to  cancel  or  abandon  this  contract.  The  agents 
of  the  gas  company  testify  to  facts  tending  to  show  that  the 
phuntiff  consented  to  cancel  or  abandon  the  contract,  in  con- 
sideration that  the  company  would  give  him  whatever  other 
work  they  might  have  to  be  done,  and  that  the  company 
furnished  the  plaintiff  the  work. 

The  plaintiff  puts  an  entirely  different  construction  upon 
the  new  agreement.  According  to  his  evidence,  there  were 
some  propositions,  never  amounting,  however,  to  an  agree- 
ment, to  change  the  wri^n  contract.  No  new  agreement 
was  ever  reduced  to  writing ;  and  the  old  contract  in  writing 
was  never  surrendered,  although  the  plaintiff  was  asked  to 
do  so. 

This  last  fact  has  a  strong  bearing  on  the  subject.  If  a 
new  agreement  had  been  made,  it  seems  most  probable  that 
the  old  one  in  writing  would  have  been  actually  canceled  or 
surrendered. 

The  rule  of  damages  is  correct. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


<»  ■ 


SUPREME  COURT. 

John  G.  White,  respondent  agt.  Thomas  SoHinrLEB,  ai^)el» 

lani 

TItbXoHtten  agreement  is  signed  by  the  pariy  sought  to  bo  charged,  and  is  certain, 
Mt  and  jnst,  in  all  its  parts,  it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  bo  signed  by  the 
party  seeking  to  enforce  it,  in  ordor  to  its  specific  performance.  That  is,  the 
want  ottnutualUy  is  no  objection  to  its  enforcement. 

▲  irritten  agreement  to  re-convey,  at  a  certain  time,  for  a  valnablo  consideration, 
a  certain  nnmber  of  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  a  "Steam  Tow  boat  Associa- 
tion,** and  to  pay  certain  dividends  rooeived  thereon,  may  bo  spec{ficdRy  per^ 
formed,  notwithstanding  an  objection  that  tho  contract  relates  to  a  class  of 
property  in  regard  to  which  it  is  not  usoal  to  direct  a  spediio  performance,  on 
tho  ground  that  tho  party  has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  in  damages.  There 
may  or  may  not  be  an  aodequatlremedy  at  law,  and  besides  the  parties  have 
spedfioally  agreed  to  re-oonvey. 
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Wliere  the  time  trithin  which  an  ftgreement  ia  to  be  performed  is  purely  a  qaee- 
tkm  oSfact,  which  haa  been  considered  with  care  by  the  Jadge  at  special  term, 
the  coart  at  general  term  will  not  usually  disturb  the  decision  made  thereon. 

Albany  General  Term^  September^  1865. 

Brfore  HopEBOOK,  Miller  and  Ingaii;?,  Justices. 

The  defendant  appeals  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
plamtiff,  rendered  nnder  the  direction  of  Mr.  Justice  Mttt.p.r^ 
on  a  trial  before  him,  without  a  jury,  at  the  Albany  circmt, 
in  May,  1864. 

The  action  was  brought  to  compel  the  defendant  to  trans- 
fer to  the  plaintiff  one  hundred  and  eighty-two  shares  of  the 
capital  stock  of.'*  Schuyler's  Line  Steam  Tow  Boat  Associa* 
tion,"  and  to  pay  him  certain  dividends  received  thereon, 
wliich  the  defendant  claimed  to  hold  as  his  own  property  by 
Tirtae  of  a  contract  dated  June  2, 1862.  Thp  judgment  was 
for  a  specific  performance  of  this  contract  No  costs  of  the 
action  were  gifv^en  to  either  party  as  against  the  other. 

The  leading  features  of  the  case  are,  as  found  by  the  jus- 
tice who  tried  the  cause,  as  follows : 

Prior  to  the  2d  of  June,  1862,  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of 
one  hundred  and  eigthty-two  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of 
"Schuyler's  Line  Steam  Tow  Boat  Association,"  of  the  par 
yalue  of  $18,200,  for  which  a  certificate  had  been  duly 
iasoed ;  and  oil  the  2d  of  June,  in  consideration  of  $15,000 
paid  by  the  defendant  on  account  of  the  plaintiff,  the  stock 
was  delivered  to  the  defendant,  and  thereupon  he  gave  the 
plaintiff  an  agreement  in  writing  to  the  effect  that  Schuyler 
would,  on  the  1st  day  of  February,  1863,  upon  payment  by 
White  to  him  of  $16,500,  and  indemnifying  him  against  any 
loss  on  account  of  having  indorsed  his  paper,  sell  and  con- 
vey to  White  the  one  hundred  and  eighty-two  shares  of 
stock  in  question,  with  any  dividend  which  it  should  earn  in 
the  year  1862,  and  if  at  that  time  the  value  of  the  stock  was 
more  than  $16,500,  the  excess  in  value  should  be  paid  to 
M.  H.  Bicad,  receiver  of  the  bsmk  of  the  capitol,  on  the 
indebtedness  of  White  to  said  receiver,  if  the  said  indebted- 
ness should  not  sooner  be  paid.  That  on  the  10th  of  Feb- 
niaiy,  1863,  the  defendant  recei^ved  $9,100  for  a  dividend  on 
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said  stock,  and  on  the  10th  of  Febraary,  lS6i^  a  farther  dir- 
idend  of  $5,460. 

That  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  there  was  a  waiver  of 
strict  performance  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  day  named,  and 
the  time  was  extended,  and  within  the  extended  time  plain- 
tiff tendered  the  defendant  $16,500,  and  demanded  the  stock 
and  dividends,  and  the  defendant  refused  to  transfer  the 
stock  or  pay  over  the  dividends. 

That  tiie  defendant  has  not  sustained  any  loss  by  reason 
of  indorsing  the  plaintiff's  paper,  and  is  not  under  any 
liability  on  that  account ;  and  the  indebtedness  of  the  plain* 
tiff  to  the  receiver  of.  the  bank  of  the  capitol,  has  been  fully 
paid  and  dischai^ed. 

Upon  these  facts  found,  a  judgment  was  directed  that  upon 
payment  of  $16,500,  with  interest  from  February  1,  1863, 
deductiiig  the  dividends  received  by  the  defendant,  the 
defendant  transfer  the  stock  to  the  plaintiff,  with  all 
dividends  and  accumulations  since  the  10th  of  February, 
1864. 

The  testimony  is,  in  some  respects,  conflicting,  especially 
in  regard  to  the  extension  of  the  time  for  performance,  and 
to  what  period  such  extension  was  made. 

John  H  BiEZ^oiDBy/dr  plaintiff ^  respondent. 
TjBLk  SHAPEB,/or  de/endcmt,  appelUmt. 

By  the  courts  Hogeboom,  J.  No  other  objections  to  the 
enforcement  of  the  specific  performance  of  this  contract  are 
made  than  the  want  of  mutuality,  and  the  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  to  perform,  or  offer  to  perform,  within 
the  stipulated  time ;  2  Story  &  Equity  Jurisprvderuiey  sections 
729,  736,  are  cited  in  support  of  the  proposition  as  to  want 
of  mntuality,  but  I  do  not  see  thafr  they  are  directly  appUca- 
ble.  On  the  contrary,  the  same  author,  at  section  736  a., 
states  as  follows:  '^But  it  is  not  necessary  to  the  specific 
performance  of  a  written  agreement  that  it  shoidd  be  signed 
by  the  party  seeking  to  enforce  it;  if  the  agreement  is  cer- 
tain,  fair  and  just,  in  allite  parts,  and  signed  by  the  party 
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gonght  to  be  ch&rged,  that  is  sufficient,  the  toarU  of  mutuality 
19  no  objection  to  its  enforo&menir  The  following  authori- 
ties are  cited  in  support  of  this  doctrine :  ( Woodward  agt. 
AspinwaU,  3  Sand/.  S.  C.  H.  272 ;  In  re  Hunter,  1  £dw. 
CkRl;  McCrea  agt.  Furmart,  16  Wend.  460;  Clason  agt. 
Bailty,UJokn.B.^^di.) 

It  is  not  objected  that  the  contract  relates  to  a  class  of 
property  in  regard  to  which  it  is  not  usual  to  direct  a  spe- 
cific p^ormance  upon  the  ground  that  the  party  has  an 
adequate  remedy  at  law  in  damages.  But,  if  such  objection 
had  been  taken,  I  think  it  ought  not  to  have  been  sustained. 
1.  Because  the  parties  evidently  contemplated,  and  specifi- 
caDy  contracted,  for  a  re-conyeyance  of  the  spock.  2.  Be- 
cause, as  well  on  account  of  the  uncgctain  value  of  the  jtPek 
in  market,  and  the  infrequent  sales  of  it,  as  the  varying 
character  and  success  of  the  busmess  whicli  the  stock  repre- 
representedy  it  was  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  do  justice 
between  the  parties  in  an  award  of  damages.  These  are 
cQntroQing  reasons  in  equity  for  a  specific  performance. 
(Philips  agt.  Berger,  2  Barb.  609 ;  2  Story's  Eq.  Tit.  Spe- 
cific Performance,  §  716  to  719 ;  6  Johns.  Ch.  Sep.  222 ;  Sey- 
mm  agt  Ddancey,  3  Cow.  445.) 

The  other  objection  to  a  specific  performance,  to  wit,  the 
oqusBion  to  perf onn  within  the  time,  to  which  the  right  of 
perfonnance  was  extended  by  the  stipulation  or  understand- 
ing and  conduct  of  the  parties,  involves  a  question  of  fact. 
The  judge  at  the  special  term,  before  whom  the  cause  was 
tried,  has  eicamined  that  question  with  care ;  has  evidently 
giyen  to  it  much  attention ;  and,  notwithstanding  the  criti- 
cisms of  the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant,  was,  I  think^ 
▼arranted  in  his  conclusions  upon  a  review  of  the  testimc^ny , 
which  upon  scrutinizing  the  witnesses,  he  was  pen&itted  to 
take.  I  do  not  deem  it  necel^sary  to  review  the  facts,  nor  to 
re-fitftte  the  conclusions  which  the  testimony  justifies.  I  am 
myself  of  opinion  that  upon  the  plaintiff's  version  of  the 
conduct  and  understanding  of  the  parties^  the  contract  was 
iairly  open  for  performance  up  to  the  28th  of  February,  and 
fiiat  the  unequivocal  refusal  of  the  defendant  to  perform  on 
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that  day,  either  rendered  an  absolnte  tender  and  offer  to 
perform  before  suit  brought  minecessary,  or  made  the  tender 
on  the  16th  of  March,  as  preliminaiy  to  the  institation  of  a 
suit  for  specific  performance  in  season,  especially  as  the  court 
below  did  not  charge  the  defendant  with  costs. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion,  if  we  are  to  put  the  same  inter- 
pretation upon  the  character  of  the  contract  that  the  judge 
did  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  the  judgment  should  be 
affirmed  with  the  costs  of  appeal 

This  makes  it  unnecessary  to  examine  the  other  question 
made  in  the  case,  to  wit:  whether  the  whole  transaction  was 
not  in  the  nature  of  a  security  for  the  loan  of  money. 

If  that  question  be  open  for  examination  here,  and  doubt 
in  regard  to  the  other  aspect  of  the  case  made  it  expedient 
for  the  plaintiff  to  present  it,  I  should  be  loth  to  enter  upon 
the  examination  after  an  adverse  conclusion  by  the  court 
below,  and  a  decision  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  on  other  grounds, 
and  in  general,  should  think  it  better  to  remand  the  case  for 
the  purprse  of  re-examination,  and  the  presentation  of  a  dis- 
tinct exception  or  review  on  that  point  by  the  party  aggrieved. 

I  am  for  affirming  the  judgment  of  tiie  coxurt  below,  with 
costs. 


•  ♦• 


gUPEEME  COUBT. 
Ik  the  xatteb  of  the  ak>uoation  of  CSocbtlandt  Palkeb, 

TO  HAVE  AaSESSMEMT  FOB  BTTIIDINa  SeWEB  IN  THEBTT-FOOierH 
Sf^BXET  VACATED  AS  TO  CEBTAIM  FBOFEBTT  ASSESSED. 

Where  tuaesnora  in  the  dt j  of  New  Torh,  ai)pointed  to  Maesa  lands  for  a  local 
improTcment,  ateesa  the  lots  of  an  owner  at  more  than  one-half  the  value  of 
such  lots,  as  valued  by  the  ctaaetaora  of  the  ward  In  which  the  same  are  situa- 
ted, it  is  a  violation  of  the  statute  (Latos  1840,  chap.  826, 6  7),  and  a  letfal  irreg^ 
ularitjf  and  the  court  is  authorized,  under  the  act  of  1858  to  vacate  and  sot 

aside  such  assessmenl 
The  objection  that  the  oof^brmalion  qf  the  auestmeni  is  condusive  as  to  all  ques- 
tions of  regularity  not  raised  prior  to  the  confirmation,  cannot  be  sustained  in 
such  a  case,  as  the  act  of  1858,  does  not  require  any  such  preliminvry  proceed- 
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iog  to  entitle  a  perty  aggrierod  to  the  benefit  of  the  statate.    Hio  wholo  pro- 
vision of  the  act  of  1858  is  in  reference  to  relief  from  aasoBsmcnts  ^fter  cor^- 

I!io  ftct  (Law8  of  1861,  p.  702)  creating  a  board  of  reoition  and  oorreaUon  of 
Msessment  liata—compoaed  of  the  comptroller,  oonnael  to  the  corporatioo 
and  the  leoordcr  of  the  dty— seemB  to  reqniro  that  all  throe  of  the  mombors 
skfuld  meet  together  for  tho  imrpoee  of  acting,  bat  it  proscribes  that  a  rote  of  a 
majority  of  Boch  board  shall  decide  the  qnestioiia  in  regard  thereto. 

New  York  Chnerai  Term,  November,  1865. 
*  Be/ore  Inobahak,  P.  J.,  Leonabb  and  Babnaild,  Justioea. 

The  petitioner  being  owner  of  certain  property  under 
water,  discovered  that  an  assessment  had  been  laid  upon  his 
property,  and  applied  to  have  the  same  vacated,  pursuant  to 
an  act  of  1858,  upon  the  grounds : 

First. — ^That  the  board  of  revision  and  correction  of  assess* 
meats  had  never  in  fact  had  jurisdiction  to  act,  nor  had 
legally  acted  upon  the  assessment. 

Second. — That  the  assessment  was  contrary  to  the  pro* 
mon  of  the  act  which  limits  amounts  of  assessments  to 
one-half  the  value  of  the ,  property,  as  valued  by  the  ward 
assessors,  the  assessment  being  for  this  sewer  from  one  him- 
died  and  forty-two  to  one  hundred  and  ninety-three  dollars, 
upon  lots  assessed  by  the  ward  assessors  at  only  one  hundred 
doUarB. 

TUrd. — That  the  property  being  under  water  was  not  lia* 
ble  to  asseastment  in  any  case. 

Fmrflu — ^That  the  property  was  not  liable  to  this  assess- 
ment, as  being  below  tide  water,  it  could  not  possibly  be 
diamed  or  benefited  by  a  sewer. 

A  judgment  order  was  given  vacating  the  assessment,  pur- 
soant  to  the  act.  From  this  an  appeal  is  taken  on  the  part 
of  ttie  corporation. 

John  E.  Deveuk,  ooatisd  to  the  corporaJtum. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  at  special  term,  vaca- 
ting the  above  assessment  as  to  certain  lota  belonging  to  the 
petHioners.  The  objections  to  the  validity  of  the  assessment 
are  three  in  number : 
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First. — ^That  the  assessment  has  never  been  legally  con- 
firmed. 

Second, — ^That  the  assesspient  upon  the  lots  of  the  peti- 
tioners exceeds  one-half  of  the  assessed  valaation  of  those 
lots  in  the  ward  in  which  they  are  sitoated. 

Third. — ^13iat  thelotsarenot  benefited  by  the  improvement 
for  which  the  assessment  was  laid. 

I.  The  objection  that  the  assessment  has  never  been 
legally  confirmed  cannot  be  sustained. 

(a)  Tl^e  petitioner  insists  that  the  confirmation  of  the 
assessment  in  the  absence  of  the  recorder  was  void,  within 
the  role  that,  when  power  to  do  an  act  is  conferred  upon 
three  or  more  persons,  all  must  meet  and  consult  even  though 
a  majority  may  act.  This  rule  does  not  apply  in  the  present 
instance,  because  of  the  provision  of  the  statute  creating 
the  board  of  revision,  which  declares  that,  in  case  an  assess- 
ment is  not  confirmed  withip  thirty  days  after  it  is  presented 
for  confirmation,  it  shall  be  deemed  confirmed  (Latvs  of 
1861,  cAop.  308,  ^.  702,  §  1). 

This  assessment  was  received  from  the  board  of  assessors 
on  the  11th  day  of  July,  1861. 

The  assessment,  therefore,  was  confirmed  by  force  of  the 
statute  on  the  13th  day  of  August,  1861.  It  is  certain  that 
the  recorder  knew  of  the  confitrmation  after  it  was  made, 
since  he  was  present  at  the  next  meeting  of  the  board  of 
revision,  on  the  24th  day  of  July,  1861,  and  approved  of  the 
minutes  of  the  11th  of  July,  1861,  which  recited  that  this 
assessment  list  had  been  received  and  confirmed. 

On  the  24th  day  of  July,  1861,  every  member  of  the 
board  of  revision  knew  that  the  board  of  assessors  had 
transmitted  this  assessment  list  to  them  for  confirmation, 
and,  if  prior  to  this  date  no  vaUd  action  had  been  taken  by 
them  to  confirm  the.  assessment,  it  at  once  became  their 
duty  to  take  some  step  toward  its  confirmation;  and  in 
default  of  any  action  upon  the  part  of  the  board  of  revision 
the  assessment  list  was  confirmed  by  force  of  the  statute  on 
the  25th  day  of  August,  1861,  that  date  being  thirty  days 
after  it  was  known  to  «ach  member  of  the  board  of  revision 
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ihat  ibe  list  had  been  presented  for  confirmation.  Sach 
dearly  mnst  be  the  result  if  any  force  is  to  be  given  to  the 
provision  of  the  act  of  1861  {Xxim  of  1861,  ^upra). 

(&)  The  j^esenoe  of  the  recotder  at  the  meeting  of  July 
11,  I86I9  was  not  indispensable  to  the  yaUdity  of  the  act  of 
oonfinoation,  for  the  rule  relied  upon  by  the  petitioner  is 
not  without  exeeption,  but  is  subject  to  the  reasonable 
modification  that,  when  aU  the  persons  invested  with  power 
to  perform  an  act  are  notified,  a  majority  may  meet  and  act, 
and  their  action  will  be  yalid.  {Ex/ricm  agt.  Chrrison^  23 
Barb.  176;  People  agt.  Walker y  23  Bath.  301 ;  People  ex  rd. 
McSpedm  agt.  Svpervisora,  10  Abb.  Pr.  R.  233.) 

In  the  absence  of  all  negative  testimony  it  should  be 
presamed  that  the  recorder  was  notified  of  the  meeting  of 
July  11, 1861,  and  neglected  or  refused  to  attend.  Priesump- 
tions  similar  in  character  have  met  with  the  approval  and 
lecdved  the  sanc^on  of  the  courts,  as  wiU  appear  from  an 
examination  of  the  following  authorities :  (  Yatea  agt.  RvsaeU^ 
17  Jokns.  461 ;  McCoy  agt.  Curttoe^  9  Wend.  17 ;  Dovming  agt. 
Rygar,  21  Wend.  178 ;  Doughty  agt.  Hope,  3  2>ento,  249 ; 
MiUer  agt.  Oarlock,  8  Barb.  167 ;  Tucker  agt.  RaiJcin,  15 
A»*.  471 ;  People  agt.  Carpentery  24  N.  Y.  86.) 

Indeed,  it  has  ever  been  the  rule  that,  in  these  proceedings 
toTaeate  assessments  under  the  act  of  1858,  *'  it  is  necessary 
for  the  petioners  to  make  out  afiirmatively  the  irregularity 
of  the  proceedings,  and  not  throw  upon  the  city  the  neces- 
sify  of  proving  its  proceedings  regular  before  they  are 
impeached  "  (Baboock'a  case,  23  How.,  118). 

EspeciaUy  ought  the  presumption  to  be  indulged,  and  the 
nile  prevail,  as  respects  an  objection  so  technical  as  that 
which  is  urged  against  the  validity  of  the  confirmation  of 
ibis  assessment. 

n.  The  objection  that  the  property  of  the  petitioner  is 
not  benefited  by  the  assessment,  and  the  further  objection 
that  the  amount  assessed  upon  the  lots  exceeds  one-half 
their  value  as  valued  by  the  ward  assessors,  are  not  avail- 
able to  the  petitioner. 

(a)  The  question  of  benefit  was  one  which  rested  in  the 
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judgment  of  the  assessors.  They  decided  that  question  in 
the  affirmatiTe.  In  street  opening  cases,  which,  so  far  as  the 
assessments  for  benefit  are  concerned,  are  precisely  analo- 
gons  to  cases  of  assessments  for  local  improvements, 
questions  of  value  and  benefit  are  never  reviewed  upon  the 
presentation  of  the  commissioners'  report  for  confirmation, 
xmless  the  objections  were  taken  before  the  commissioners. 
(Harman  street,  16  Johns,  231 ;  Matter  of  Pearl  street,  19 
Wend,  649 ;  John  and  Cherry  streets,  19  Wend.  657 ;  WiUiam 
and  Anthony  streets,  19  Wend.  680 ;  Owners  of  ground  agt. 
Mayor,  15  Wend.  374,  377 ;  Lyon  agt.  City  of  Brooklyn, 
28  Barb.  609 ;  Washington  Park,  Brooklyn,  1  Sandf.  283.) 

The  act  of  1841  furnished  an  opportunity  for  the  peti- 
tioner to  raise  this  objection  before  confirmation  {Laws  of 
1841,  p.  143.) 

No  objections  having  been  presented,  the  petitioner  ought 
not  to  be  permitted  to  raise  it  at  this  late  hour. 

It  is  clear  that,  in  order  to  vacate  the  assessment  upon 
the  ground  that  the  petitioner's  property  was  not  benefited 
by  the  improvement,  the  court  must  substitute  its  own 
judgment  for  that  of  the  assessors,  and  convict  those  sworn 
and  di^terested  officers  of  error  upon  the  mere  opinion 
of  the  petitioner  whose  interest  it  is  to  have  the  assessment 
vacated. 

The  assertion  and  argument  in  support  of  this  objection 
is  that  the  petitioner's  properly  derives  no  present  benefit 
from  the  improvement.  Conceding  the  fact  to  be  as  asserted, 
it  is  still  without  force,  for  the  reason  that  the  assessors,  in 
making  their  assessment,  had  a  right  to  consider  the  pros- 
pective benefit  to  the  petitioner's  property.  {Downer  agt. 
City  of  Boston,  7  Cush.  277 ;  Wright  agt.  City  of  Boston,  9 
Cush.  233.) 

Q))  The  objection  that  the  assessors  assessed  the  peti- 
tioner's property  an  amount  exceeding  one-half  its  value  as 
valued  by  the  ward  assessors  is  not  available  to  the  peti- 
tioner. The  confirmation  of.  the  assessment  is  conclusive 
upon  all  questions  of  regularity  not  affecting  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  assessors,  and  which  were  not  raised  prior  to  the 
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ccmSimatioii  of  Ihe  assessment.  {MiBer's  oase^  12  Alb*^  121 ; 
Baboock^s  case^  23  Bow.  118 ; '  SandfKyird  agt.  Mayor^  83 
5aiT&.  147;  PeopU  agt  Oi^  q^  Rochester,  21  i?ar6.  657, 
671.) 

In  Miller's  €xise,  Leonabd,  J.,  treats  the  act  of  confirmation 
as  dkjtidgmeTtt  of  a  tribxmal  of  special  and  limited  jurisdiction, 
which,  in.  cases  free  from  fraud,  and  when  none  of  the  steps 
requisite  to  give  jurisdiction  have  been  omitted,  is  ocmd'usivt 
upon  parties  and  privies. 

(c)  It  is  apparent  that  it  would  be  unjust  to  the  corpo- 
ration to  vacate  the  assessment  for  the  reasons  urged.    Had 
the  attentioii  of  the  assessors  been  called  to  these  objections 
Tipon  the  prLblication  of  the  notice  by  them  inviting  objec- 
tions to  the  assessment,  they  could  then  have  corrected  their 
imskake,  and  distributed  the  surplus  among  the  owners  of 
o&er  property  benefited  by  the  improvement.    It  was  the 
]^titioner's  neglect  which  occasioned  him  the  injury,  and  he 
BOW  seeks  to  be  excused  from  the  consequence  of  that 
n^lect  and  haye  it  visited  upon  the  corporation.    The  case 
is  not  distinguishable  &om  that  of  Babcoch'a  (23  How.  118), 
and  the  objections  should  not  receive  greater  indulgence 
than  was  accorded  to  those  relied  upon  in  that  case. 

HL  The  judgment  vacating  the  assessment  should  be 
leversedi 

Hei^t  H.  Anbebson,  for  petitioner. 

Preliminary. — ^No  appeal  lies  from  an  order  entered  in 
these  proceedings  vacating  an  assessment.  The  order  made 
by  the  justice  in  vacating  the  assessment  is  final,  and  not 
subject  to  review  {Matter  of  Dodd,  27  N.  Y.  629). 

But  if  an  appeal  can  be  entertained,  the  order  was  right, 
and  should  be  sustained. 

J^trfi^.— The  act  of  May  13, 1840  ( Vol.  Laws,  p.  1244,  §  7), 
is  explicit  and  prohibitory,  and  was  whoUy  disregarded. 
The  provision  is,  that  "assessors  making  assessments 
authorized  by  law  shall  in  no  case  assess  any  house,  lot, 
xnaproved  or  unimproved  lands  more  than  one-haU  the  value 
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of  such  house,  lot,  &c.,  as  valaed  by  the  assessors  of  the 
ward  in  which  the  same  shall  be  situate." 

It  was  beyond  the  power  of  the  assessors  to  make  a  yalid 
assessment  beyond  such  one-half.  This  they  have  attempted 
to  do,  and  their  attempt  mnst  fail.  The  decision  below  was 
on  this  ground  correct. 

Second. — ^The  proofis  disclose  that  the  assessment  list  in 
question  was  in  fact  never  presented  to  the  board  of  revision 
and  correction  of  assessments,  nor  was  it  acted  upon  by 
that  board  even  ek)  far  as  to  confer  in  regard  to  it. 

(a)  The  act  of  1861  (Laiva  of  1861,  p.  702 ;  Vci.  Laws, 
p.  480)  vests  the  power  theretofore  vested  in  the  common 
•council  relative  to  confirmation  of  assessment  lists  ^'ex- 
clusively in  the  comptroller,  the  council  to  the  corporation, 
and  the  recorder  of  said  city,  who  together  shall  oonstUide  a 
board  of  revision  and  correction  of  aU  such  assessment  lists, 
and  the  vote  of  a  majority  </  such  board  shall  decide  the 
questions  in  regard  thereto.*' 

It  is  further  provided  that  all  assessment  lists  shall  be 
confirmed  within  thirty  days  after  the  same  are  presented  to 
the  said  board. 

The  requirement  of  the  law,  then,  is,  that  three  persons 
named  should  be  together  in  order  to  constitute  the  board. 
This  requirement  was  made  as  a  protection  to  the  owners 
of  property  to  be  charged  with  the  payment  of  expenses  of 
improvements  whose  objections  are  to  be  heard  and  con- 
sidered by  the  board,  and  is  part  of  that  series  of  acts  which 
are  to  be  strictly  obeyed.  Unless^  therefore,  the  three  met 
there  would  be  no  lawfully  organized  board  of  which  a 
majority  could  vote.  Each  person  assessed  was  entitled  to 
the  weight  of  the  opinion  of  all  three. 

(b)  It  appears  by  the  testimony  of  B.  A.  Storrs  that  on 
the  occasion  at  which  this  list  came  from  the  assessors  only 
two  members  were  present,  and  that  it  was  never  acted  upon 
nor  considered  at  any  other  meeting,  nor  did  the  three  at  any 
time  receive  or  confer  respecting  it. 

Third. — ^The  principle  is  too  well  settled  to  be  now  dis- 
turbed, that  where  any  three  persons  (not  a  court)  are 
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appointed  1x>  act  jttdiciaUy  upon  a  public  matter  they  must 
all  confer,  but  a  majority  may^  decide,  and  this  rule  is 
rigidly  enforced  in  cases  tending  to  divest  a  man  of  title  to 
his  property. 

The  case  at  bar  is  even  stronger  than  any  of  the  adjudi* 
cated  cases,  for  this  statute  provides  not  simply  that  the 
three  persons  named  shall  constitute  a  board,  but  that  they 
together  shall  constitute  it.  (Dcmgldy  agt.  Hope,  1  Comst. 
82;  Exparte  Bodgers,  7  Cow.  626;  :phe  People  agt  WdOcer, 
23  Sorb,  304;  Lee  agt.  Perry y  4  Denio  125;  Sharp  agt. 
Johnson,  4  J5BB  99;  The  King  agt.  Forrest,  SD.dE.  38; 
The  King  agt.  Inhab.  of  Hamstall  Ridware,  4tD.  <&  K  380 ; 
PaweU  agt.  TutOe,  3  Comst.  396.) 

Fourth. — The  property  of  the  petitioner  was  not  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  assessors.  It  was  under  water  and 
not  within  the  description  of  assessable  property.  The 
property  liable  to  assessment  must  be  such  as  could  reason-  , 
ably  be  said  to  be  subject  to  occupancy.  Assessable  property 
must  be  houses  or  lota  of  land,  such  lots  being  such  descrip- 
iicm  of  property  as  might  have  houses  erected  thereon. 

The  property  assessed  was  under  water,  below  tide  water, 
and  oould  neither  be  built  upon  nor  drained  by  the  sewer. 
The  only  effect  of  the  construction  of  the  sewer  would  be, 
if  at  any  time  the  land  should  be  made  and  lots  created 
upon  the  said  property,  to  cdnduct  the  water  to  suck 
property. 

F^h. — ^The  assessment  was  properly  vacated,  and  the 
order  below  should  be  affirmed. 

By  the  Court,  liiGBAHAM,  P.  J.  This  appeal  is  from  an 
order  vacating  an  assessment  on  lots  on  Thirty-fourth 
street  for  building  a  sewer. 

It  appears  from  the  decision  of  the  justice  at  special 
term,  that  the  same  was  made  on  the  fact  that  the  assessors 
assessed  the  lots  of  the  petitioner  at  more  than  half  the 
value  of  such  lots,  as  valued  by  the  assessors  of  the  ward  in 
which  the  same  are  situated.  The  proofs  show  that  the 
lots  wete  valued  by  the  assessors  as  worth  one  hundred 
Veil.  XXXL  4 
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dollars  and  were  assessed  each  from  one  hundred  and  forty* 
two  dollars  to  one  hundred  and  ninety-three  dollars. 

By  the  act  of  14th  May,  1840  {cL  326,  §  7),  it  is 
enacted  that  the  assessors  shall  in  no  case  assess  any  house, 
lot,  improved  or  unimproved  lands  more  than  one-half  the 
value  of  such  house  or  lots,  &c.,  as  valued  by  the  aesessors 
of  the  ward  in  which  the  same  shall  be  situate.  The  act  of 
1841  in  no  ways  amends  this  section  of  the  act  of  1840. 

The  subsequent  change  in  the  mode  of  appointing 
assessors  to  a  board  of  assessors  {Sess.  Laws,  1859,  ch.  302), 
requires  the  board  to  make  the  assessments' in  accordance 
with  existing  laws,  and  did  not  therefore  affect  these 
provisions. 

It  is  very  clear  that  the  assessors  erred  in  charging  upon 
the  lots  of  the  petitioner  a  greater  sum  than  one-half  of 
the  assessed  value.  Their  power  in  this  respect  wa^  limited 
by  the  statute,  and  when  they  exceeded  it  they  committed 
an  irregulariiy  in  laying  the  assessment  in  violation  of  the 
law.  It  seems  to  mo  to  bo  clear  that  this  is  within  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  of  1853,  under  which  this  proceed- 
ing is  taken.  That  act  provides  for  this  appUcation  when- 
ever '^  in  the  proceedings  relative  to  any  assessment  for  local 
improvements  any  fraud  or  legal  irregularity  shall  have  been 
committed  "  and  that  the  assessment  may  be  vacated.  In 
this  case  the  error  consists  in  laying  the  assessment  on  lots 
to  an  amount  exceeding  one-half  the  assessed  value.  It  was 
clearly  contrary  to  tho  law  and  is  in  my  judgment  a  legal 
irregularity  as  contemplated  by  the  act. 

Tho  counsel  for  tho  corporation  does  not  object  to  the 
action  of  tho  special  term  on  this  ground,  but  ho  contends 
that  the  confirmation  of  tho  assessment  was  conclusive  as  to 
all  questions  of  regularity  not  raised  prior  to  tho  confirma- 
tion. I  think  it  would  bo  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  objection 
to  say  that  the  act  of  1853  does  not  require  any  such  pre- 
liminary proceeding  to  entitle  a  party  aggrieved  to  the 
benefit  of  tho  statute.  Tho  decisions  in  regard  to  opening 
streets,  &c.,  are  referred  to,  but  those  proceedings  are 
entirely  distinct.    Thero  tho  objection  is  to  the  confiimationy 
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and  is  required  to  bo  made  after  notice  is  given  of  an 
appUcation  to  the  court  for  confirmation,  and  when  con- 
firmed the  assessment  is  made  conclusive  upon  all  persons 
whomsoever.  No  such  provision  is  made  as  to  assessments 
for  local  improvements,  but  notice  is  to  be  given  of  the 
assessment  and  parties  aggrieved  ore  notified  to  present 
iheir  objections.  It  may  be  a  good  objection  that  the  partj 
did  not  make  objections  to  tho  assessors,  if  complaint  was 
made  to  the  board  of  revision,  &c.,  to  prevent  tho  confirma- 
tion, but  it  extends  no  further.  Tho  whole  provision  of  the 
act  of  1858  is  in  reference  to  relief  from  assessments  after 
confirmation. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  assessment  never  was  con- 
firmed, because  only  two  of  the  members  of  the  board 
met  when  it  was  acted  upon. 

Where  a  board  is  formed  for  the  purpose  of  acting  as  this 
board  is  authorized  to  act,  the  rule  imdoubtedly  is  that  all 
the  members  should  meet  together,  but  that  tho  acts  of  a 
majority  are  valid,  imless  the  statute  authorizes  a  less 
number  to  act.  {Downing  agt.  linger,  21  Wend.  178 ;  Powell 
agt  TutUe,  3  Cojnst  396 ;  DougUy  agt.  Hope,  1  ComsL  79.) 

This  construction  is  strengthened  by  tho  words  of  the  act 
which  says  that  the  persons  appointed  shall  *^  together 
constitute  a  board  of  revision  and  correction  of  all  such 
assessment  lists,  and  tho  vote  of  a  majority  of  such  board 
shall  decide  the  questions  in  regard  tiicreto.  This  seems 
to  require  the  presence  of  all  tho  members,  but  allows  a 
confirmation  by  the  vote  of  a  majority.  In  tho  statute 
relative  to  opening  streets,  &c.,  it  is  expressly  provided,  in 
order  to  meet  this  difficulty,  that  any  two  of  tho  commis- 
sioners might  execute  and  perform  the  duties  of  their 
appointment  {Act  of  1813, 2  i?.  Z.  §  188).  No  such  provision 
is  to  be  fotmd  in  tho  act  of  1813  requiring  tho  appointment 
of  assessors  for  such  local  improyemonts,  nor  in  tho  act  of 
1858.  It  is  not  however  necessary  to  put  tho  decision  of 
this  case  upon  this  ground.  Tho  first  objection  which  I 
have  examined  is  so  plainly  within  tho  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1858  that  it  is  tinnecessary  to  examine  the  others. 
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Soaman  agt.  GivilL 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

I  thiiik  the  assessors  exceeded  their  power  by  imposing 
an  assessment  exceeding  one-half  the  assessed  value  of  the 
lots.  WiL  H.  Leonabd. 


•  ♦• 


*   SXJPREME  COUBT. 
Nathan  M.  Seaman  agt  Theophelus  Civill. 

Tho  defondiint  leased  to  the  plaintiff  certain  premises,  mth  a  danse  therein 
MB  follows :  **  In  case  the  said  Civill  shall  sell  the  said  promises  at  any  time 
after  the  first  two  years,  he  shall  pay  to  said  Seaman  fifty  dollars,  and  allow  him 
to  gather  the  crops  there  sown  or  planted  upon  said  premises,  and  Seaman  to 
give  it  np  to  said  CivilL"  After  two  years  Civill  sold  the  promises  to  Seaman,  the 
plaintiff  and  lessee,  and  Seamen  brought  this  action  to  recover  the  $50:.  Held^ 
that  he  ooold  not  recover. 

Albany  Chneral  Ternif  December  1866. 

Before  Hogeboom,  Peceham,  Miller  and  Ingalls,  Jttstioes. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  couniy  court 
of  Albany  county,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  justices 
court  in  the  above  action.  The  defendant  leased  to  the 
plaintiff  certain  premises  situated  in  Castleton,  for  the  term 
of  five  years,  subject  to  the  following  provision :  "  In  case 
the  said  Civill  shall  sell  the  said  premises  at  any  time  after 
the  first  two  years  he  shall  pay  to  said  Seaman  fifty  dollars, 
and  allow  him  to  gather  the  crops  there  sown  or  planted 
upon  said  premises  and  Seaman  to  give  it  up  to  said  CivtU" 
The  lease  bears  date  January  23d,  1860.  On  the  16th  day 
of  May,  1863,  Civill  sold  and  conveyed  the  said  premises  to 
S^man,  who  continued  in  the  possession  thereof.  The 
action  was  brought  by  Seaman  to  recover  the  fifty  dollars, 
and  judgment  having  been  rendered  against  hiTT>  in  justices, 
court,  he  appealed  therefrom  to  the  county  court  of  Albany 
county,  where  the  judgment  was  affirmed. 

John  H.  REYNOLDS,/or  aj>pellant. 
Iea  Shafeb,  for  respondent. 

By  the  court,  iNGALia,  J.    In  construing  the  instrument 
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in  qaestion  the  intention  of  the  parties  is  to  be  ascertained, 
if  possible,  and  when  ascertained  earned  into  effect  so  far 
as  the  roles  of  law  wiQ  permit. 

I  think  it  may  be  fairly  inferred  from  the  provision  of  the 
contract  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the 
fifty  doUars  shonld  be  paid  only  in  the  event  of  a  sale  of  the 
premises  to  a  third  party. 

By  the  above  provision  of  the  lease  Seaman,  in  case  of  sale, 
was  to  have  not  only  the  fifty  doUars  but  also  the  right  to 
gather  the  cropa^  which  latter  privilege  is  inconsistent  witii  the 
ideaof  a  sale  of  the  premises  to  himself  which  wonld  embrace 
that  right.  But  it  was  further  provided  that  Seaman  shovld 
wrrtni&r  vp  the  premises  to  CiviU  in  case  of  sale^  which  is 
only  consistent  with  the  idea  of  a  sale  to  a  third  party.  No 
such  surrender  could  have  been  contemplated  if  Seaman 
became  the  purchaser,  as  it  would  be  in  effect  surrendering 
the  premises  to  himself,  when  the  lease  only  provides  for  a 
surrender  to  OiviU. 

It  is  quite  obvious  that  the  payment  of  the  fifty  dollars 
and  the  right  to  remove  the  crops,  was  intended  as  a  com- 
pensation to   Seaman   in  case   he    was  deprived  of  the 
possessioii  of  the  premises  before  the  expiration  of  his  tei^  -^ 
by  a  sale  to  a  third  party.    Such  is  a  fair  and  reasop^le    '     ^ 
construction  of  the  contract.    Seaman  has  voluntarijly  pur- 
chased the   premises   and  continued  in  the  ui^&tarbed    •. 
possession  of  the  same.    If  it  had  been  the  und^^ding 
of  the  parties  that  the  fifty  dollars  was  to  be  pdh}  in  o^s^  ^• 

of  sale  to  Seaman,  it  is  but  reasonable  to  infer  that  sucK'i^am 
would  have  been  deducted  from  the  purchase  price  of  ^he  / 
premises,  or  some  other  provision  then  made  for  the  pay-'***^ 
ment  thereol  This  is  a  consideration  of  some  significance 
bearing  upon  the  question,  as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties 
in  regard  to  the  payment  of  the  fifty  dollars,  and  indicates 
either  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  deem  himself  entitled  to  the 
money,  or  intended  to  waive  thd  payment  thereof. 

The  plaintiff  has  failed  to  estabhdi  a  case  entitling  him  to 
recover,  and  the  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be 
affirmed  with  costs. 


jrfT*% 
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SUPREME  COUET. 
John  Ives  and  John  McCbedy  agt.  John  Shaw. 

A  party  fa  not  ontitlod  to  a  bill  of  particnlars  npon  demand  in  writing,  nnder 
tion  158  qf  the  Code,  whore  the  claim  of  hia  adversary  ia  for  the  violation  of  lu 
special  contract,  and  the  coDsequential  trouble  and  expense  roaolting  therofttnn. 

Wdtertottm  Special  Term^  November^  1865. 

The  complaint  in  this  action  contained  throe  counts ;  th& 
first  of  which  alleges  the  making  of  a  special  contract  hj 
which  the  defendant  agreed  to  receive,  kill  and  pack  for  the 
plaintiffs  certain  beef  or  barreling  cattle  on  a  day  named ; 
**  that  acting  npon  the  Said  agreement,  and  in  order  to  have 
their  cattle  ready  at  the  yards  of  the  defendant  in  Deerfield, 
as  he  had  directed,  on  that  day,  the  plaintifis  were  put  to 
great  necessary  expense  and  trouble  in  breaking  roads  and 
driving  said  cattle,  and  in  caring  for  them ;  that  they  had 
the  said  cattle  to  the  number  of  131  head  ready  for  the  said 
defendant  to  kill  on  the  day  appointed  by  him,  but  the  defend- 
ant refused  and  neglected  to  receive,  or  kill  and  pack  them, 
and  neglected  and  refused  to  perform  his  said  contract  for 
the  space  of  thirteen  days,  although  often  requested  so  to  do; 
that  by  reason  of  such  neglect  and  refusal,  the  plaintiffs  were 
greatly  damaged  by  being  put  to  great  expense  and  trouble 
in  the  care  and  feeding  of  said  cattle,  and  by  reason  of  tho 
shrinkage  thereof." 

Tho  second  count  alleges  another  similar  agreement  sub- 
sequently made,  together  with  a  similar  breach,  "  whereby 
tho  plaintiff  suffered  great  damage  in  the  trouble  and  expense 
of  taking  care  of  and  feeding  said  cattle,  and  in  the  shrink- 
age thereof." 

The  third  count  sets  forth  the  items  of  an  account,  but 
gives  no  dates  except  the  words  ^'  all  before  tho  24th  day  of 
November,  1862." 

The  defendant  having  by  his  attorney,  served  a  demand  in 
writing  of  a  copy  of  tho  items  of  tho  plaintiffs*  demand 
(under  section  158  of  the  Ck)de),  which  has  not  been  com- 
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piled  with,  now  moves  on  due  notice  and  a  stay  of  proceed- 
ings pending  the  motion,  for  an  order  prednding  the  plain- 
tiffs from  giving  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  several  demands 
and  damages  set  forth  in  their  complaint. 

Hammond,  for  the  d^endanJt. 
Stephen  K.  Pbatt,  for  theplaiTdiffa 

MuLLiN,  J.  The  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  a  bill  of 
particulars.  The  damages  sought  to  bo  recovered  under  the 
first  and  second  counts  of  the  complaint,  are  not  matters  of 
account  within  the  meaning  of  the  Code.  Nor  is  the  defend- 
ant entitled  to  a  bill  under  the  third  <;ount,  as  that  specifies 
particularly  the  items  sought  to  be  recovered. 

Tho  motion  is  therefore  denied,  but  without  costs.  The 
plaintifTs  to  have  twenty  days  further  time  in  which  to  reply. 


■  •» 


SUPKEME  COUBT, 

Bachel  S.  Lansing,  appellant  agt.  Douw  F.  Lansino,  Exe- 
cutor of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Peteh  Levebsee, 
deceased,  and  Jane  Ann  Lansino,  respondents. 

Tho  testator  by  his  mil  diroctod  his  ozocntor,  at  tho  expiration  of  four  years 
his  docoaso,  to  invest  out  of  his  cstato,  upon  safo  and  mifficiont  roal 
securities,  at  the  legal  rato  of  interest,  tho  sum  of  $3,030,  and  to  keep  the 
invested  for  tho  bonollt  of  his  grand  daughter,  Bachcl  S.  Lansing,  until 
eho  sban  attain  the  age  of  tTFcnty-cne  years,  or  until  her  death,  applying  the 
intcnst  that  might  be  roeeivod  from  srtid  inyestmont,  or  so  much  thereof  as 
might  bo  necessary  toward  the  support  and  education  of  said  Bachel,  and  when 
she  shaU  attain  V^o  ago  of  twenty-one  years  his  executor  is  to  pay  her  the 
sum  of  $3,000,  with  the  accrued  and  accumulated  interest,  except  so  Cur  as 
the  uao  th^tsof  has  been  necessary  as  aforesaid,  and  by  said  executor  deemed 
proper  for  the  education  and  support  of  said  Ilachel ;  and  subject  to  tho  like 
necessity  hia  executor  ia  directed  to  roiuTest  sof o'y  and  oecorcly  the  interest  he 
may  roceire  daring  such  investment,  for  tho  liko  benefit  of  said  Haolicl.  After 
aomo  other  boquests  the  rosidao  and  remainder  of  tho  eatato  u  disx>osed  of, 
sa^ect  to  tho  previous  payment  of  tho  legacies  and  investments  by  tho 
cxcctttor: 

Bddt  isL  On  a  final  aooounting  of  the  executor  beforo  the  surrogai^e,  that  the 
tend  ia  the  hands  of  tho  executor  for  the  benefit  of  Bachel  S.  Lansing  was  held 
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'  by  him  in  his  charater  as  an  azeeiitor,  and  not  as  trostee,  and  ho  was  entitlod  to  % 
eommistion  qf  one  per  oent,  npon  tho  interest  or  increase  of  the  ftind,  instead 
of  flye  per  cent  as  erroneoosly  allowed  by  the  sorrogate : 

Seidf  2d.  That  this  ftind  being  set  apart,  and  the  income  giren  without  any 
portiotdar  amount  being  specified,  was  chaigeablo  with  the  commiMUm  and 
taxes— they  were  not  payable  ont  of  the  general  estate  : 

Sdd,  dd.  That  although  the  oxocntor,  personally,  worked  ont  the  highway 
taxes,  they  were  nerertholess  properly  chargeable  npon  the  ftmd : 

ffeld,  4ih.  That  the  surrogate  properly  execused  the  executor  from  any  personal 
liability  in  not  keeping  the  interest  upon  the  interest  reinyested  fdlly,  where  he 
stated  in  his  account,  filed  **  that  he  had  tried  to  keep  the  fimd  together,  with 
the  a<$crued  and  accumulated  interest,  inyested  and  reinyested  as  required  by  the 
will,  and  that  he  had  not  been  able  to  do  any  better  than  is  stated  in  tlw 
account;"  it  not  being  claimed  that  the  executor  used  the  ftmds  in  his  own 
business,  in  trade,  or  that  he  made  any  particular  profit  from  their  use,  nor  was 
there  anything  to  establish  that  he  was  guilty  of  any  gross  delinquency  or 
violation  of  duty : 

JETeU,  6lh.  That  the  -executor  was  excused  in  depositing  the  fiinds  in  a  savings 
bank,  at  an  interest  of  five  per  cent,  semi-annually,  where  they  had  been  paid 
into  his  hands  upon  a  bond  Vnd  mortgage  upon  real  estate,  which  had  become 
due,  where  he  showed  that  it  was  yery  difficult  at  that  time  to  loan  money  on 
good  real  estate  securities ;  and  especially  as  he  put  it  in  an  institution  where 
the  rate  of  interest  was  quite  as  large  as  it  would  haye  been  if  deposited  in  the 
New  York  Life  and  Trust  Company,  where  such  inyestments  are  sanctipned  by 
the  courts: 

Sddf  6th.  That  the  surrogate  erred  in  directing  the  payment  of  the  sum  due 
to  tho  plaintifrwith  interest  tktfteeper  cent  There  was  no  good  reason  why  ths 
amount  should  not  draw  interest  at  the  usual  legal  rate  firom  the  time  of  the 
decree. 

Albany  General  Term,  September,  1865. 

Before  Hooeboom,  Mtt.t.ku  and  Ingalls,  JusHoea. 

Appeal  from  decree  of  surrogate,  on  June  23dy  1849. 
Peter  Leversee  made  his  last  -will  and  testament,  and  died 
July  10, 1839.  By  the  will  the  testator  directed  his  executors, 
at  the  expiration  of  four  years  after  his  decease,  to  inyest 
out  of  his  estate,  upon  safe  and  sufficient  real  estate 
securities,  at  the  legal  rate  of  interest,  the  sum  of  $3,000, 
and  to  keep  the  same  invested  for  tho  benefit  of  his  grand- 
daughter, Bachel  S.  Lansing,  nntil  she  shall  attain  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  or  until  her  death,  applying  tho  interest 
that  might  bo  received  from  said  investment,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  might  be  necessary  toward  the  support  and 
education  of  said  Bachol ;  and  when  she  shall  attain  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  his  executors  are  to  pay  her  the  sum 
of  $3,000,  with  the  accrued  or  accumulated  interest,  except 
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SO  far  as  the  use  thereof  has  been  necessary  as  aforesaid, 
and  bj  said  executors  deemed  proper  for  the  education  and 
support  of  said  Bachel ;  and,  subject  to  the  like  necessity, 
his  executors  are  directed  to  reinvest,  safely  and  securely, 
the  interest  they  may  receive  during  such  investment,  for 
the  like  benefit  of  said  Bachel.  A  similar  provision  is  made 
for  the  benefit  of  Sarah  Maria  Witbeck.  The  testator  be- 
queathes specific  legacies  to  Peter  L.  Witbeck,  Sarah  Maria 
Witbeck,  his  granddaughter,  Helena  Lansing,  and  to  his 
grandsons,  Isaac  N.  and  Peter  Leversee  Lansing. 

The  testator  also  directs  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  $100 
annually,  for  the  period  of  four  years,  to  his  daughter,  Jane 
Ann. 

The  testator  then  devises  to  his  daughter,  Jane  Ann,  his 
farm  in  Watervliet,  consisting  of  about  one  hundred  and 
twenty  acres,  and  also  devises  to  Peter  L.  Witbeck  one 
hundred  and  twenty  acres;  he  also  made  the  following 
devise :  "  All  the  rest  aud  residue  of  my  estate,  real  and 
personal,  whereof  I  may  die,  seized  or  possessed,  I  hereby 
give,  devise  andb  equeath  (subject  to  the  previous  payment  of 
Hie  aforesaid  legacies,  and  the  investments  aforesaid  by  my 
executors)  unto  my  said  daughter,  Jane  Ann,  who  is  not, 
however,  entitled  to  the  possession  of  said  rest  and  residue 
of  my  estate,  or  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  accruing  there- 
from, until  four  years  after  my  decease." 

Bachel  having  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  an 
accounting  was  had  before  the  surrogate  of  Albany  coimty, 
all  the  parties  interested  were  cited  to  appear  including  the 
residuary  legatee. 

The.  respondent,  on  his  final  accounting,  claimed  there 
was  due  Bachel  $5,447.26,  and  the  surrogate  decided  there 
was  due  Bachel  $5,641.26,  to  wit,  principal,  $3,000 ;  increase 
$3,093.26;  taxes  paid  by  respondent,  $297.44;  and  as 
respondent's  commissions  on  the  gross  increase  of  the  legacy, 
$154.56. 

Bachel  S.  Lansing,  from  this  decree  of  the  surrogate, 
appeals  to  this  court. 

The  executor's  account,  filed  with  the  surrogate,  fiiihowed 
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an  investment  of  the  sum  of  $3,000,  the  amoimt  of  the  legacy 
upon  bond  and  mortgage,  on  the  10th  day  of  July,  1853, 
at  seven  per  cent,  per  annum,  and  an  allowance  of  interest, 
and  the  interest  upon  the  annual  interest  received  up  to  the 
time  of  the  accounting,  with  a  deduction  of  taxes,  highway 
taxes,  and  commissions  at  five  per  cent,  upon  the  amounts 
received.  It  also  showed  that  on  the  29th  day  of  October, 
1862,  the  mortgage  was  paid  up,  and  the  executor  not  being 
able  to  reinvest  upon  real  estate  security,  he  deposited  the 
same  with  a  savings  bank  at  five  per  cent,  interest,  com- 
pounded every  six  months,  which  interest  with  interest  upon 
the  same  was  credited  on  this  account.  Objections  were 
made,  that  the  charges  for  taxes  and  commissions  were  not 
proper  items  of  charge  against  the  legacy  or  its  increase, 
to  the  charges  of  commissions  at  five  per  cent.,  to  the 
deposit  of  the  moneys  in  the  savings  bank  at  an  interest 
of  five  per  cent.,  to  the  charges  for  highway  taxes,  upon  the 
ground  that  they  had  been  retained  by  the  executor  as  a 
compensation  for  his  own  services,  he  having  performed  the 
work  himself.  It  was  also  claimed  that  the  interest  should 
be  compounded  from  year  to  year. 

A  decree  was  made  on  the  15th  of  February,  1865,  con- 
firming the  account,  and  bringing  it  down  to  December  23d, 
1864,  and  directing  payment  to  the  appellant  of  $5,641.26, 
with  interest  at  five  per  cent,  from  that  time. 

Objection  is  mode  to  the  allowance  of  five  per  cent, 
instead  of  seven  per  cent,  upon  this  amount. 

A.  Lanstng, /or  appdlxwt. 
Iba  SHAFEBy/or  respondemis. 

By  the  court,  MiLLEn,  J.  Several  objections  are  made  to 
the  decree  of  the  surrogate,  which  I  will  proceed  to 
consider. 

It  13  said  that  the  surrogate  erred  in  choiring  tho  appel- 
lant with  commissions,  taxes  and  expenses. 

By  the  will  of  tho  testator  tho  executors  were  to  make 
tho  investment  of  tho  legacy  bequeathed   to  Bachel  S. 
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Lansmg,  and  to  keep  the  same  invested  imtil  she  arriyed  at 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  until  her  death.  The 
executors  were  to  apjdy  the  interest,  or  so  much  as  they 
deemed  proper,  toward  her  support  and  education,  and  upon 
her  arriving  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  they  were- to 
pay  her  the  legacy  and  the  accumulated  interest,  except  so 
far  as  tho  use  thereof  was  necessary  and  deemed  proper 
by  said  executors  for  the  education  and  support  of  said 
BacheL 

The  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  the  estate  is  also 
disposed  of,  subject  to  the  previous  payment  of  the  legacies 
and  investments  by  tho  executors. 

It  is  very  evident  from  the  will  that  there  was  no  trust 
aeated  in  tho  hands  of  the  executors,  distinct  and  separate 
bom  their  duties  as  such.  Tho  testator  does  not  name 
them  as  trustees,  and  manifests  no  intention  that  they  should 
act  otherwise  thkn  as  oxecntors.  with  instruction  to  perform 
certain  duties  by  virtue  of  their  powers  as  executors.  With- 
out proper  words  to  establish  a  trust  it  cannot  bo  inferred. 
Tho  fond  in  tho  hands  of  tho  executor  for  the  benefit  of 
Bachel  8.  Lansing  was  held  by  him  in  his  character  as  an 
executor,  and  the  trust  created  thereby  was  a  part  and 
portion  of  the  duties  imposed  upon  him  as  an  executor  and 
not  distinctly  and  separately  as  a  trustee.  {See  Drake 
agt  Price,  1  Seld.  430;  Valentine  agt.  Valentine,  2  Barb. 
Cb.  R.  430, 438  and  439 ;  Weaterfidd  agt.  Westerfidd,  1  Barb. 
198.) 

Acting  then  as  executor  and  not  as  trustee  ia  the  inyest- 
ment  and  management  of  the  legacy  tho  executor  was  entitled 
to  a  commission  of  ono  per  cent  upon  tho  interest  or  increase 
of  tho  fund  instead  of  fivo  per  cent,  which  was  erroneously 
allowed  him.  This  increase  was  not  a  soporato  and  distinct 
receipt  of  money  independent  of  what  had  been  previously 
received,  but  merely  on  addition  to  tho  principal  fund  of  tho 
estate.  This  is  expressly  hold  in  1  8dd.  230  and  432  Barb. 
Ch  ii.,  before  cited,  and  is  well  settled  law.  By  statute  tho 
executor  is  only  entitled  to  ono  per  cent,  for'  receiving  and 
paying  out  sums  over  $10,000  {8.  L.  of  1863,  608,  §  8),  and 
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tho  estate  here  showed  assets  to  the  amount  of  fifteen 
thousand  dollars. 

Tho  snggestion  that  the  executor  was  entitled  to  full 
commissions  upon  the  principle  of  annual  rests,  has  no 
application  to  a  case  like  this  1  Sdd.  430,  was  similar  in 
most  of  its  loading  features  to  the  present  case,  and  that 
disposes  of  the  question  the  other  way. 

Whether  this  commission  should  be  taken  out  of  the  fund 
itself  or  with  the  taxes  and  expenses  be  deducted  from  and 
chargeable  on  the  general  estate  is  another  and  different 
question,  which  must  be  determined  by  looking  at  the  pro- 
visions of  the  will  and  ascertaining,  so  far  as  possible,  what 
tho  testator  really  intended. 

It  appears  that  tho  legatee  was  to  receive  the  legacy  upon 
attaining  her  majority,  and  such  interest  as  remained  after 
paying  for  hor  support  and  education. 

Tho  amoimt  was  specific,  and  it  was  subject  to  this  deduc- 
tion alone,  without  any  reference  to  commissions  and  taxes, 
and  hence  it  is  claimed  that  it  cannot  be  complied  with  by 
the  payment  of  anything  less.  It  is  true  this  is  the  only 
exception  made,  but  it  must  be  taken  into  consideration  that 
this  amount  was  specially  set  apart  by  itseU  as  a  fund  for 
the  benefit  of  the  legatee,  and  as  such  it  had  a  distinctive 
character.  It  was  taken  out  of  the  estate  for  a  specific  pur- 
pose, ancl  the  legatee  was  to  enjoy  the  interest,  so  far  as  it 
might  be  necessary,  until  she  became  of  age. 

It  is  quite  possible  that  the  residue  of  the  estate  may  have 
been  distributed  before  the  time  arrived  when  the  legacy 
was  due.  Had  such  been  the  case,  would  the  exector  have 
been  authorized  to  have  retained  any  uncertain  amount  in 
his  hands  to  meet  tho  taxes  and  expenses? 

This  would  scarcely  have  been  considered  as  within  the 
meaning  and  intention  of  the  testator.  He  evidentiy  meant 
to  set  apart  this  amount  as  a  specific  sum,  the  increase  of  which 
should  bo  appropriated  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of 
his  grandchild,  and  whatever  remained  to  be  reinvested,  and 
principal  and  interest  paid  over  at  the  proper  time,  and  did 
not  contemplate  a  resort  to  the  estate  generally  to  keep  down 
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the  taxes  and  commissions.  Where  a  fond  is  thus  situated, 
and  the  party  only  entitled  to  the  income,  the  authorities 
would  appear  to  hold  that  it  was  subject  to  taxes  and  com- 
missions. In  1  8dd.f  430,  before  cited,  where  the  facts  bear 
a  striking  similarity  to  the  present  case,  it  was  conceded  that 
a  commission  of  only  one  per  cent,  was  chargeable  against 
the  fond  set  apart 

In  Pinckney  agt.  Pinckney  (1  Brodf.  269),  a  testator  gave 
to  his  wife  the  use  and  income  of  his  real  estate  and 
the  interest  of  a  specified  sum,  and  it  was  held,  that  the 
taxes  and  expenses  were  chargeable  upon  the  fund  and  not 
upon  the  estate  generally.  The  court  say :  '*  The  bequest 
should  bear  its  own  burden ;  if  the  testator  had  intended 
these  charges  to  be  paid  out  of  the  general  fund,  he  would 
have  said  so ;  and  there  is  no  presumption  of  law  in  favor 
of  tiie  doctrine  contended  for.  The  widow  is  not  to  be 
paid  a  certain  fixed  sum  annually,  nor  are  the  executors 
to  invest  such  an  amount  as  wiU  produce  a  dear  net  income, 
bnt  she  is  to  receive  the  income  of  a  particular  specified 
property  and  the  interest  of  an  investment  of  some  thousand 
dollars,  and  the  rest  of  the  estate  cannot  be  taxed  so  that 
she  can  obtain  the  gross  instead  of  the  net  income." 

Much  of  the  reasoning  here  employed  is  applicable  to 
the  present  case.  The  interest  was  to  be  paid  as  provided 
for  certain  purposes  and  at  a  specified  period  the  principal. 
No  provision  is  made  that  any  charges  upon  the  fund  should 
be  paid  out  of  the  general  estate,  and  why  should  not  the 
legacy  be  chargeable  with  these  expenses? 

In  Lawrence  agt.  Holden  (3  Bradf.  142),  where  a  testator 
gave  his  wife  by  his  will  the  use  of  a  dwelling  house  for 
life,  free  and  clear  of  all  incumbrances,  and  in  case 
she  requeslted  it,  directed  the  property  to  be  sold  and  the 
proceeds  invested,  and  the  interest,  income  and  dividends 
applied  to  her  use,  it  was  held  that  the  executors  were  not 
bound  to  pay  the  current  taxes  and  assessments  out  of  the 
testators  general  estate. 

In  Booth  agt.  Ammerman  (4  Bradf.  129),  the  testator  gave 
to  his  sister  the  interest  upon  fifteen  hundred  dollars,  in 


62  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 

Lansing  agt.  Lanning. 

case  she  should  become  a  widow,  during  her  widowhood 
payable  annuallj,  and  it  was  held  that  taxes  and  conunis* 
sions  were  chargeable  upon  the'  trust  fund.  The  court  say : 
**  The  taxes  which  the  executors  may  be  compelled  to  pay, 
and  also  the  commissions  on  the  interest  payable  annually  to 
the  legatee  must  come  out  of  tiie  interest,  and  are  not 
chargeable  upon  the  general  estate." 

The  effect  of  the  authorities  cited  clearly  is,  that  a  fond 
thus  set  apart  when  the  income  is  given  without  any 
particular  amount  being  specified  is  chargeable  with  com- 
missions and  taxes. 

The  objection  made  to  the  allowance  for  highway  taxes 
is  founded  upon  the  ground  that  the  executor,  personally, 
worked  out  the  taxes.  The  commissions  for  moneys  received 
and  paid  out  are  in  lieu  of  all  personal  services  of  the 
executor  or  administrator,  and  he  will  not  be  allowed 
any  further  compensation  for  his  trouble  or  loss  (D.  Sur. 
496). 

Is  the  charge  made  in  violation  of  this  rule  ?  We  must 
assume  that  the  road  taxes  were  imposed  upon  the  fund 
and  that  the  executor  was  liable  and  bound  to  pay  them. 
Instead  of  paying  the  money  or  licensing  a  person  to  do 
the  work  he  performed  the  service  personally. 

He  paid  it  in  that  way.  The  amount  was  fixed  and  settled 
and  the  estate  legally  obliged  to  pay  it.  It  could  make  no 
difference  whether  paid  in  that  way  or  by  money.  It  is  the 
same  thing  as  if  he  had  paid  the  money.  He  paid  it  by 
work  instead  of  money,  and  it  presents  a  case  entirely 
different  from  one  where  services  for  which  no  compensation 
is  fixed,  are  rendered  for  the  benefit  of  an  estate,  and  a 
charge  made  for  such  services.  There  an  opportunity  is 
furnished  to  make  out  charges  and  audit  them,  while  here 
the  c^ato  must  pay  a  certain  sum.  I  think  that  a  rendition 
of  the  service  must  be  considered  as  a  liquidation  and 
payment  of  the  tax  for  which  the  executor  should  be 
allowed. 

It  is  said  that  the  surrogate  erred  in  excusing  the 
executor  from  an  investment  of  the  interest  upon  the 
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interest  ammally.  The  will  required  that  the  interest  should 
be  investedy  and  if  it  had  been  made  to  appear  in  any  way 
that  the  execntor  hto  neglected  to  perform  the  duty  enjoined 
upon  him  in  this  respect,  and  that  the  fond  has  8a£fered  by 
reason  of  it,  or  that  more  conld  have  been  realized  than  was 
done,  then  he  should  be  held  Uable  for  compound  interest 
In  his  account,  filed  with  the  surrogate,  he  states,  ''  that  he 
has  tried  to  keep  the  fund,  together  with  the  accrued  and 
accumulated  interest,  invested  and  reii\yested  as  required 
by  the  will,  and  that  he  has  not  been  able  to  do  any  better 
than  is  stated  in  the  account*'  This  account  is  rendered 
under  oath  and  prima  facie  must  be  considered  as  mainly 
correct  until  assailed  or  impugned.  It  presents  the  fact, 
however,  from  which  some  adequate  judgment  may  be 
foimed,  as  to  the  propriety  of  his  conduct  in  the  disposition 
of  the  fund.  Now  it  is  somewhat  manifest  that  it  would 
ikbt  be  a  very  easy  matter  at  the  expiration  of  each  year,  to 
reinvest  the  precise  amoimt  of  compound  interest  received, 
so  as  to  keep  the  fund  in  the  process  of  constant  accumu- 
lation, and  hence  to  charge  him  with  a  strict  accountability 
mi^t  inflict  severe  and  imnecessary  hardship. 

The  most  which  could  be  done  under  such  circumstances 
would  be  to  fix  a  certain  amount  which  had  accumulated, 
and  chai^  interest  upon  that  sum.  This  also  would  be  a 
difficult  matter  to  cany  out  practically,  and  in  the  absence 
of  any  evidence  to  contradict  or  dispute  the  statement  of  the 
executor  to  the  e£fect  that  he  has  done  the  best  he  coxdd,  it 
would  be  unjust  to  charge  him  with  compound  interest 
annually.  If  there  was  any  evidence  to  prove  that  the 
excuse  offered  was  not  a  vaUd  one,  or  any  aspect  of  the 
case  which  indicated  neglect,  misconduct,  or  a  want  of  good 
faith,  there  would  be  the  strongest  reason  for  holding  him  to 
the  most  rigid  accountability.  Those  intrusted  with  the 
charge  of  trust  funds  under  no  circumstances  should  be 
pennitted  to  use  them  for  their  own  profit  and  pecuniary 
adrantage,  and  whenever  ihey  thuB  violate  their  obligations 
the  courts  should  see  that  they  account  strictly  for  their 
watxmducL      They  should  require   at  their   hands  the 
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.greatest  diligence  and  fidelity.  An  executor,  administrator 
or  trustee  is  not  allowed  to  make  any  gain,  profit  or  advan- 
tage from  the  use  of  the  trust  funds.  If  he  negligently 
suffer  the  trust  moneys  to  lie  idle  he  is  chargeable  with 
simple  interest. 

If  he  convert  the  trust  moneys  to  his  own  use  and  employ 
them  in  his  business  or  trade  he  is  chargeable  with  compound 
interest  {Scheifflien  agt.  Stewart^  1  Johns.  CL  B.  620). 

In  Ackerman  agt.  EmoU,  (4  Barb.  626),  Stbono,  J.,  lays 
down  the  rule  that  compound  interest  is  only  allowed  in 
cases  of  gross  delinquency  or  of  an  intentional  violation  of 
duty.  {See  also  Utica  Insurance  Company  agt  Lyncky  11  Pa. 
520;  Gamess  agt.  Gardner,  1  Ed.  Gh.  B.  128;  IFtZfanf* 
Eq.  Juris.  614 ;  2  Kent.  Com.  230,  231 ;  B.  dk  T.  Law  of 
Tru<its,  &c.  594,  595.) 

If  we  apply  these  principles  to  the  case  at  bar,  I  think  a 
case  is  not  made  out  within  the  rule  Ldd  down.  Itisnot 
claimed  that  the  executor  used  the  funds  in  his  own  business, 
in  trade,  or  that  he  made  any  particular  profit  from  their 
use,  nor  is  there  anything  to  establish  that  he  was  guilty  of 
any  gross  delinquency  or  violation  of  duty.  In  fact,  he 
presents  a  statement  which  if  it  can  be  relied  upon  will 
exonerate  him  from  any  charge  of  willful  omission  of  duty 
or  misfeasance. 

While  trustees  are  held  to  great  strictness  in  the  manage- 
ment of  trust  funds,  the  court  will  deal  leniently  with  them, 
when  it  appears  they  have  acted  in  good  faith,  and  if  no 
improper  motive  can  be  attributed  to  the  trustee  the  court 
will  excuse  the  apparent  breach  of  trust,  unless  the  negli- 
gence is  very  gross.  {See  T.  <&  B.  Law  of  Trusts  and 
Trustees  599,  and  authorities  tJiere  cited.) 

As  this  case  does  not  present  features  which  indicate  a 
departure  from  any  settled  rule  of  law,  or  bad  faith  on  the 
part  of  the  executor,  I  think  that  the  objection  is  not 
available. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  surrogate  erred  in  excusing 
the  executor's  deposit  of  funds  in  the  savings  bank  at  an 
interest  of  five  per  cent  payable  semi-annually. 
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By  tho  will  ihe  executor  was  required  to  invest  in  real 
estate  secniities.  It  is  not  denied  t^at  it  was  difficult  at  the 
time  when  the  money  was  paid  into  his  hands  to  find 
securities  of  this  character. 

Where  special  directions  are  given  they  should  be  pursued 
if  possible.  If  they  cannot  be  followed  then  the  executor 
should  look  out  for  such  other  securities  as  the  court  is 
known  to  have  adopted  and  when  it  has  authorized  and 
sanctioned  any  particular  fond  as  a  safe  investment,  he 
would  bo  justified  in  makmg  the  investment  there. 

In  Adcerman  agt.  Emotty  (4  Barb.  626),  it  was  held  thai 
under  the  genersJ  power  to  make  investments,  tho  court 
would  sanction  any  investment  by  executors  and  trustees  in 
loans  on  real  securily,  or  in  public  stocks  of  the  stato  or 
of  the  United  States,  or  in  the  loans  of  the  New  York  Life 
and  Trust  Company.  It  was  said  ui  this  case  that  the 
law  regarded  the  certainty  of  an  income  more  than  its 
mosgnHude.  Pareeb,  V.  C,  who  originally  heard  the  case, 
and  from  whose  decision  an  appeal  was  taken,  remarks : 
**  Tho  court  approves  of  a  deposit  in  tho  Now  York  Life 
and  Trust  Company  until  a  safo  investment  can  be  made  on 
bond  and  mortgage."  The  executor  here  being  unable  to 
invest  upon  real  estate  security  was  bound  to  dispose  of  the 
fand  in  the  best  manner  which  was  practicable  under  the 
drcnmstances  existing.  Ho  would  have  been  justified  in 
depositing  it  with  the  New  York  Life  and  Trust  Company; 
and  in  placing  it  elsewhere  than  in  such  securities  as  were 
sanctioned  by  tho  court,  ho  incurred  the  hazard  of  being 
made  responsible  in  case  of  any  loss.  He  put  it  in  an 
institution  whero  the  rate  of  iatercst  was  quite  as  largo  as 
it  would  havo  been  if  deposited  in  the  New  York  life  and 
Trust  Company.  It  would  havo  brought  a  lai^er  income  if 
invested  in  government  securities,  but  as  it  turned  out  it 
would  havo  been  no  safer  than  whero  it  was. 

It  appears  that  the  executor  exercised  a  sound  discretion 
in  thus  disposing  of  it,  and  as  ho  has  acted  honestiy,  and 
as  it  does  not  appear  that  ho  could  in  any  other  way  have 

disposed  of  ihe  money  so  as  to  have  it  in  his  power  to 
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invest  it  in  real  estate  secnxitiesy  and  as  no  such  securities 
were  offered,  I  think  he  was  justified  in  the  course  which  he 
pursued.  He  might,  it  is  true,  have  made  an  application  to 
the  court  for  instructions,  but  he  was  tmder  no  obligations 
to  incur  such  on  expense  and  was  not  bound  to  do  so. 

A  trustee  or  executor  is  required  in  making  investments 
to  conduct  himself  f aithfcdly,  and  to  exercise  a  sound  dis- 
cretion, and  when  he  observes  that  prudence  and  intelligence 
which  is  demanded  of  a  man  in  the  management  of  his  own 
affairs,  not  in  reference  to  large  gains,  but  the  safety  of  the 
principal  and  its  probable  income,  he  shoidd  be  sustained. 

I  think  the  surrogate  erred  in  directing  the  payment  of 
the  sum  duo  to  the  appellant  with  interest  at  five  per  cent. 
There  is  no  good  reason  why  the  amount  should  not  draw 
interest  at  the  usual  legal  rate  from  the  time  of  the  decree, 
and  in  this  respect  his  decree  should  be  corrected. 

With  the  views  I  have  expressed  it  is  not  important  to 
examine  some  other  questions  raised  upon  the  argument. 

The  proceedings  must  be  remitted  to  the  surrogate,  with 
directions  to  correct  the  decree  in  the  particular  named, 
with  costa  of  appeal  against  the  estate  of  the  testator. 
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Where  iho  defendant  seired  an  answer  admitting  two  items  in  the  compliint,  and 
denied  the  balance  of  the  complaint,  and  afterwards,  on  tho  same  day,  scrrod 
an  oilier  of  judgment  for  $1.01  more  than  the  amount  of  the  admitted  items, 
which  offer  was  net  accepted,  bnt  the  cause  was  put  on  tho  calendar  for  trial  and 
referred,  and  on  the  trial  the  defendant  amended  her  answer  and  set  up  two 
counter-claims,  one  for  $105.S7,  and  the  other  for  $8.C1,  and  on  tho  trial  tho 
plaintiff  defeated  the  counteiwdaim  of  1405.37,  and  the  defendant  recovered  upon 
the  counter-claim  of  $8.61,  and  interest  thereon,  which  was  deducted  f^om  the 
amount  admitted  by  the  answer,  and  the  balance  of  $87.37,  reported  as  due  tho 
plaintiff  March  22, 1866 : 

X7e3eZ,  that  the  plaintiff  had  recovered  **  a  more  faoordbl$  fudffment  than  thtt  one 
qffered^^  and  was  entitled  to  /tiSeottt  under  section  885  of  the  Oode. 
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Thib  action  was  brought  to  recover  an  amoont  alleged  to 
be  due  on  vaiions  items  stated  in  the  coihplaini 

The  answer  was  served  August  11, 1865^  and  admitted  the 
defendant's  liability  upon  two  of  those  items^  which  amounted 
that  day  to  $93.99,  and  denied  all  the  other  allegations  in 
&e  complaint.  One  hour  after  the  service  of  the  answer, 
the  defendant  served  an  offer  that  plaintiff  might  take  judg- 
ment for  $95  and  costs,  making  $1.01  more  than  defendant 
had  admitted  by  the  answer  to  be  due. 

The  plaintiff  did  not  accept  the  offer,  but  noticed  the  cause 
fbr  trial  at  October  circuit,  1865,  and  the  same  was  referred, 
and  in  Januaiy,  1866,  alter  the  trial  had  progressed  two 
days,  the  defendant  amended  her  answer,  and  inserted 
&6rein  two  counter-claims,  one  of  $405.37,  and  the  other 
for  $8.61,  and  interest  from  November  20,  1863.  On  the 
trial  the  defendant  failed  to  recover  any  part  of  the  first 
counter-claim,  but  did  recover  the  whole  of  the  second.  The 
referee  r^)orted  due  the  plaintiff  $87.73,  March  22,  1866, 
which  is  the  balance  of  $93.99  and  interest,  after  deducting 
the  amount  of  the  second  counter-claim. 

On  these  facts  the  plaintiff  moved  the  court  for/uK  oos^  on. 
the  ground  that  he  had  recovered  '*  a  more  favorable  judg- 
ment," under  section  385  of  the  Code,  than  the  defendant 
offisred. 

D.  8.  MoMastebs,  for  nfuMon, 

cited  in  favor  of  the  motion  7  H(m.  324 ;  2  Bosw.  499 ;  1 
Duer,  694;  10  How.  270;  15  Id.  420;  26  Id.  398;  8  Id.  240; 
30ib2L13;  18^56.  368. 

Beckwith  &  Sons,  opposed. 

The  judge  granted  the  motion,  and  ordered  that  the 
plaintiff  be  allowed  ^^fvH  costs  in  the  action,  and  the  clerk 
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of  Clinton  conntjr  is  hereby  directed  to  adjust  and  allow 
plaintiff's  costs,  &c.,  on  the  usual  notice,  after  the  entry  of 
this  order,  &c." 
No  written  opinion  was  given. 

Tho  following  Notb  fonushed  by  one  of  the  ooonael  in  Uub  case,  gives  liis 
views  of  tho  practical  working  of  this  section  of  the  Code : 

Note.— The  rights  of  purties  under  section  885,  are  yet  involred  in  much  doabt 
and  uncertainty.  Whether  a  plaintiff  has  recoTered  **  a  more  favoralUe  judg- 
meni"  nnder  that  section  than  was  offered,  has  been  and  will  continue  to 
be  a  difficolt  question  to  determine  in  consequence  of  tho  material  fiMts  of  each 
ease  being  different  from  any  previously  reported  case.  The  offer  has  a  double 
«ffect :  Firslf  it  throws  the  costs  of  the  fdturo  litigation  upon  the  plaintiff  if  ho 
does  not  recover  a  moro  fkvtoablo  judgment  than  was  offered ;  and,  seoondhj^  to 
throw  ftill  costs  upon  tho  defendant  if  ho  does  not  offer  enough.  PracHoaSyt  tho 
defendant's  attorney  makes  the  offer  a  littlo  in  advance  of  tho  amount  whidi  he 
believes  tho  plaintiff  can  and  vyQl  recover  in  the  action,  and  in  caso  tho  plaintiff 
does  not  accept  the  offer,  tho  fhturo  costs  depend  upon  whether  the  recovery  is 
nuvQ  favorable  than  the  oibr. 

In  this  case  the  answer  was  first  served.  It  admitted  $93.99  due  the  plaintiff  on 
two  items  named,  and  denied  all  tho  others.  Next  came  tho  offer  on  tho  samo 
day  for  $95,  just  $1.01  above  tho  amount  admitted  to  bo  duo  by  tho  answer. 

Had  the  litigation  proceeded  upon  tho  complamt,  answer  and  offer,  as  they  then 
stood,  tho  plaintiff  must  have  paid  the  ftituro  costs  to  tho  defendant,  because  ho 
recovered  $1.01  loss  than  tho  amount  offered,  upon  tho  whole  complaint.  But  had 
the  oflbr  been  accepted  by  tho  plaintiff^  tho  deftmdant  would  have  rocovotod  two 
counter-claims  against  tho  plaintiff^  and  they  would  not  havo  been  extinguished 
by  tho  acceptance  of  tho  offer,  because  not  in  tho  answer  at  that  time.  But  on 
the  facial  the  defendant  inserted  in  the  amended  answer  two  counter-claims,  and 
had  the  defendant  recovered  the  fioU  amount  of  both  those  counter-claims,  the 
defendant  would  have  been  ehtitlod  to  costs  after  tho  offer,  tho  same  as  though 
tho  litigation  had  proceeded  on  the  original  pleadings.  In  both  cases  the  plain- 
tiff would  havo  recovered  upon  his  clauns  in  tho  complaint  $1.C1  less  than  the  offer. 
Tho  defendant  in  this  case  succeeded  in  establishing  the  second  counter-claim  of 
$8.61,  and  the  amount  reported  due  the  plaintiff  was  only  $87.73,  a  sum  much  less 
than  the  amount  offered,  which  otherwise  would  havo  been  $93.99.  Still  the 
defendant  pays  ftill  costs  to  tho  plaintiff,  because  the  plaintiff  defoatod  tho  other 
ooonter-claim  of  $405.37.  But  suppose  the  plaintiff  had  defeated  only  $2  of  this 
last  counter-claim?  These  $2  added  to  tho  $93.99,  would  exceed  iho  amount  of 
tho  offor,  and  apparently  give  tho  plaintiff  a  moro  fiivorable  judgment  than  was 
oSbred,  and  entitle  him  to  full  costs. 

But  tho  report  would  •  havo  been  in  &vor  of  the  defendant  for  $317.99.  In  such 
a  state  of  the  case,  will  tho  plaintiff  bo  entitled  to  recover  ftill  costs  against  tho 
defendant,  and  have  the  same  deducted  fh>m  tho  amount  reported  against  him, 
or  win  tho  defendant  enter  judgment  with  fuU  or  partial  costs  ?  Such  a  case,  and 
a  variety  of  other  oases  under  this  section,  will  arise  for  adjudication. 

The' caso  of  Rug^  et  dL  agt.  Fogg  (7  Bow.  324),  decided  by  Judge  Habbis,  is 
tho  leading  case,  and  seems  to  havo  been  recognized  and  followed  in  all  subse- 
quent eases  under  this  section. 

Tho  rule  to  bo  extracted  firom  that,  and  from  this  case  and  other  cases,  seems 
to  be,  **tfaat  where  the  amount  reoovared,  and  tho  amount  astingniahed  of  th» 
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SUPBEME  COUBT. 

fir  THE  XATTEB  OF  THE  PbTIXIOM  OF  MaBGABBT  E.  BXIUi  FOR 
THB  SAIiE  OF  LOTS  ON  ElOBXEBMTH  tfTBOETt  Ao. 

L  punAauer  of  real  cstAio  at  a  pablio  sale  will  not  bo  released  by  the  court 
from  his  porehase  upon  the  groand, 

lit  That  a  party  who  it  ie  aUeged  haa  an  interest  in  the  property  waa  nol 
madea  party  to  the  prooeedinge  for  the  sale,  where  it  is  ofBarod  on  the  hearing 
of  the  application,  to  ftxmish  a  reieate  of  all  the  interest  of  each  party  in  the 


id.  That  oertain  Aeirt  at  law  having,  as  aOeged,  an  iiiterest  in  the  property 
nnder  tho  win  oftho  testator,  had  not  been  made  parties  to  the  proceedings  for 
610  sale,  whero  it  appeared  trcm  tho  will  that  tho  income  of  the  property  was 
givcQ  to  H.  (a  daughter)  for  life,  and  after  her  death  without  iasoa,  to  go  to 
his  son  J.  in  fee,  and  he  hanng  died  belbro  M.,  leaving  a  will  disposing  of  his 
property  to  his  minor  children : 

BeU^  that  these  minor  children  of  J.  eonld  not  be  neoessaiy  parties  to  the  pro- 
ceedings for  the  sale,  as  they  had  no  interest  in  tho  property ;  J.,  tlieir  Cither, 
having  no  interest  therein  whidi  he  coold  dispose  of  by  will  nntil  the  death  of 
IL,  who  was  then  alive. 

VL  That  two  only  qf  ike  three  exeeutore  had  e^^cnted  the  conveyance,  where 
it  appeared  that  the  three  executors  named  in  the  will  had  qoalifled,  bnt  one  of 
them  soon  afterwards  left  the  United  States,  and  was  removed  from  the  office  of 
exeentor  by  tho  snrrogate,  bat  had  since  retomed  to  the  United  States,  and 
dfiriinficl  to  unite  in  tho  conveyance : 

flU^  that  where  a  trosteo  resigns  or  is  discharged  firom  his  office,  the  remaining 
trastees  aro  vested  with  the  entiro  estate ;  and  the  same  rule  woold  seexn  to 
qiply  to  tho  removal  of  an  executor  by  the  surro^ctfe.  The  power  he  obtains  to 
exseato  the  trust  is  given  to  him  not  by  name  bat  as  executor,  and  when 
removed  as  exeentor  his  relation  to  the  estato  ceases. 

fiat  in  this  case,  tho  sale  of  the  property  was  not  made  by  the  anthoiity, 
rrnitatoed  in  the  will,  bnt  onder  and  by  virtue  of  tho  statato— aets  of  1884  and 
1863.  Tbo  legislatoro  had  power  to  authorise  the  sale  to  be  made  by  any  officer 
of  the  court,  or  in  such  manner  as  the  court  should  direct ;  and  also  had  power 
to  direct  who  should  executo  tho  conveyance.  This  they  did  when  they  directed 
that  the  conveyance  should  be  executed  by  the  said  tnateee ;  and  that  the 
notice  be  served  on  the  two  acting  exectUore  by  name;  tho  other  executor 
been  removed  and  having  ceased  to  act  long  before  tho  passage  of  either 


eounter-claims  inserted  in  tho  answer  after  the  offer  made,  together  oxoeod  the 
ttBoaat  offBTod,  the  pi«^i»^tiff  js  entitled  to  full  costs.** 

But  whether  this  rule  will  bo  applied  to  a  recoTCzy  by  the  defendant,  as  in  the 
ease  above  stated,  remains  to  bo  seen. 

Xbo  Isn^ought  to  be  that  when  an  answer  is  served  after  an  an  oflbr  made,  or 
an  answer  is  amended  aftor  an  offer  is  made,  tho  offer  should  bo  deemed  to  be 
withdrawn.  With  this  amendment  to  the  section,  there  will  be  llttlo  or  no  diffl- 
cotty  in  determining  whether  tho  plaintiff  in  any  given  case  has  recovered  a  moro 
fiivorabla  Judgment  than  was  offered,  and  the  game  now  played  for  costs  will  be  up. 
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New  York  Oen^al  Term,  November,  1865. 

B^ore  Inqrahak,  P.  J.,  Leonaed  and  Babnahd,  Jugtioea. 

John  Tonkele  on  the  20th  day  of  August,  1846,  died 
seized  of  the  premises  in  question  leaving  a  last  Tnll  and 
testament  which  was  dulj  admitted  to  probate  bj  the 
surrogate  of  New  York.  ^ 

By  this  will  John  Tonnele,  after  making  some  specifio 
devises,  gave  and  devised  "  all  the  -rest  and  residue  of  his 
estate  to  his  executors,  thereinafter  named  upon  the  several 
trusts  thereinafter  mentioned."  By  said  will  the  said  John 
Tonnele,  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  Bebecca,  ordered  and 
directed  his  executors  and  the  survivor  and  survivors  of 
them  to  pay  over  the  income  of  the  premises  in  question  to 
the  petitioner  during  her  natural  life,  and  after  her  death 
he  gave  the  said  premises  to  her  issue,  if  she  should  leave 
any,  and  if  the  petitioner  should  die  without  issue  the  said 
John  Tonnele  gave  and  devised  a  portion  of  the  premises 
in  question  to  his  son  John,  and  the  balance  of  the  premises 
to  his  daughter  Susan,  now  the  wife  of  Valentine  G.  HalL 
John  Tonnele,  Jr.,  the  son  of  the  testator,  has  since  died, 
leaving  him  surviving  the  following  children :  JuUa  E.  Wet- 
more,  Laiurent  J.  Tonnele,  Laurencine  T.  Degan,  Adelaide 
J.  Mitchell,  Margaret  Langinetto,  and  Eloise  Toxmele. 

The  testator  then  appointed  John  Tonnele,  Jr.,  Valentine 
G.  Hall,  Francis  E.  Berger,  William  Penfold  and  George 
Hall  his  executors.    Valentine  G.  Hall,  Francis  E.  Berger 

and  George  Hall  only  qualified  as  such  executors.  .  In 

Francis  E.  Berger  having  removed  from  the  United  States 
was  removed  by  the  surrogate  of  New  York  from  his  office 
as  executor. 

The  legislature  of  the  state  of  New  York,  by  an  act  passed 
in  1864,  and  an  amendment  of  iho  same  passed  in  1865, 
empowered  the  supremo  court  upon  tho  petition  of  the 
petitioner  herein,  on  tho  proof  of  a  service  of  a  copy  of  tho 
petition,  together  with  a  notice  of  tho  timo  and  place  of 
its  presentation,  on  certain  persons  therein  named  and  upon 
tho  general  guardian  of  such  said  persons  as  might  be 
infants,  to  authorize  a  sale  of  the  premises  in  question  upon 
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sach  terms  as  should  be  deemed  most  expedient  for  the 
parties  in  interest. 

None  of  tho  persons  upon  whom  tho  act  required  notice 
of  the  application  io  be  given  were  infants  except  Eloise 
Tozmele,  who  was  under  tweniy-ono  years  of  age,  and  had 
no  father  living,  and  had  no  testamentary  guardian ;  nor 
had  any  guardian  ever  l>een  appointed  for  her  by  the 
SQirogato  of  any  county,  but  she  resided  with  her  mother, 
who  had  tho  custody  and  control  of  the  infant,  and  attended 
to  her  education  and  maintenance. 

The  said  act  and  the  amendments  thereof  provided  that 
upon  the  confirmation  of  any  salo  made  by  the  supremo. 
court  that  the  said  trustees,  viz :  Valentine  G.  Hall,  and 
George  Hall  and  tho  petitioner  and  her  husband  should 
execute  a  conveyance  of  the  premises  sold. 

Upon  such  petition  such  proceedings  were  had,  that  on 
the  14th  day  of  June,  1865,  an  order  was  duly  entered 
oidering  a  salo  of  tho  premises  in  question  upon  certain 
teims  and  conditions,  and  appointing  John  T.  Hofi&nan 
leferee  to  carry  the  order  of  tho  court  into  effect. 

The  said  referee  in  pursuance  of  tho  directions  contained 
m  said  order,  on  the  the  18th  day  of  July,  1865,  sold  a 
portion  of  the  premises  in  question  to  John  Anderson,  and 
another  portion  to  Catharine  Bradley,  both  of  which  pur- 
ehascrs  have  assigned  their  bids*  to  John  Kerr,  who  now 
refuses  to  complete  his  purchase  upon  the  ground  stated  in 
his  petition  herein. 

Newhouse  &  Whelp,  aUomeySy  and 
Chakles  H.  Van  Brunt,  counsel  /or  pdUio7ier,  Margaret 
Ji.  Bvll 

L  Tho  children  of  John  Tonnele,  Jr.,  deceased,  and 
Susan  Hall,  wife  of  Valentino  G.  Hall,  have  a  contingent 
remainder  in  tho  premises  in  question. 

(a)  A  vested  remainder  is  defined  by  Feamo  to  bo  ono 
that  is  so  limited  to  a  person  in  being  and  ascertained  thai 
it  is  capable  of  taking  effect  in  possession  or  enjoyment 
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in  the  certain  determination  of  the  particular  estate,  irithout 
requiring  the  concnrrenco  of  onj  collateral  contm jencj. 

(b)  A  contingent  remainder  on  the  other  hand  i3  one 
that  is  BO  limited  as  not  to  be  capable  of  taking  eliect.  in 
possession  or  enjoyment  on  the  certain  determination  of 
the  particular  estate  without  the  concurrence  of  some  col- 
lateral contingency  (Feame  on  Bemainders^  vol.  %  §  173, 
174)- 

(c)  The  non-existence  in  a  vested  remainder  and  the 
existence  in  a  contingent  remainder  of  a  contingency,  irre- 
fipective  of  its  own  duration,  on  which  the  po^ossion  or 
enjoyment  strictiy  depends,  is  that  which  constitutes  the 
fundamental  distinction  between  them.  {Fearm^  vol.  2, 
g  177.) 

(d)  A  remainder  is  vested  when  it  is  certain  of  ultimately 
taking  effect  in  possession  or  enjoyment  if  only  it  endures 
beyond  the  preceding  estate  (Feamef  vol.  2,  §  182). 

In  the  present  case  neither  Susan  Hall  nor  the  childr(ia 
of  John  Tonnele  become  entitied  to  the  enjoyment  of  any 
part  of  the  premises  in  question  upon,  iho  death  of  the 
petitioner,  unless  she  die  without  issue,  and  it  depends  upon 
the  happening  of  tiiat  contingency,  viz :  her  dying  without 
issue,  whether  Susan  Hall  or  the  children  of  John  Tonnele, 
even  if  they  survive  the  petitioner,  will  be  entitied  to  otiy 
interest  in  the  premises. 

Thus  under  the  common  law  Susan  Hall  and  the  children 
of  John  Tonnele  wotdd  have  a  contingent  remainder  in  the 
premises  in  question. 

The  Bevised  Statutes  of  this  state  define  a  remainder  to  be 
vested,  when  there  is  a  person  in  being  who  would  have  on 
immediate  right  to  the  possession  of  the  lands  upon  the 
ceasing  of  the  intermediate  or  precedent  estate. 

In  the  cose  of  Moore  agt.  LTfona  (25  Wend.  p.  144),  the 
chancellor  dcfmed  a  remainder  to  bo  vested  when  tho 
particular  estate  is  to  determine  by  an  event  which  must 
unavoidably  happen  by  the  effect  of  time.  Provided  nothing 
but  the  death  of  the  remainder-man  before  the  determina- 
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tion  of  the  particnlar  estate  viU  prevent  such  remainder 
from  vesting  in  poasession. 

In  the  case  of  JVHHamson  agt  JFKdd  (2  Sand.  Ch  B.  p. 
652),  the  vice  chancellor  gives  this  definition :  **  A  vested 
remainder  is  one  by  which  a  present  interest  passes  to  the 
party ;  though  to  be  enjoyed  in  the  faturo  and  by  which  the 
estate  is  fixed  to  remain  to  a  determinate  x>orson,  after  the 
particnlar  estate  is  spent."  He  has  an  inmiediate  fixed  right 
of  fataro  enjoyment. 

n.  Tho  legislatore  as  tho  sovereign  had  the  ])ower  for 
good  and  sufficient  reasons' to  authorize  and  direct  the  sale 
of  the  cestms  que  trusts  and  of  the  person  in  esse,  and  of  those 
not  in  esse  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  acts  {Leggett 
agt  HiaUer,  19  N.  Y.  B.  p.  463). 

(aj  It  authorizes  a  mere  change  of  real  estate  into 
personalty.  In  the  case  of  partition,  if  persons  hold  pro- 
perty as  tenants  in  common,  which  -cannot  be  divided 
amongst  them,  any  one  of  them  may  compel  a  sale,  and 
thus  convert  the  realty  into  personalty. 

TTT,  It  was  not  necessaiy  for  Francis  E.  Berger  to  unite 
in  the  conveyance. 

(a)  Tho  act  of  the  legislature  and  the  act  amendatoxy 
thereof  empowered  the  supreme  court  to  authorize  a  sale  of 
file  premises  upon  the  petition  of  the  petitioner  herein,  and 
upon  proof  of  service  of  notice  upon  Valentine  G.  Hall  and 
Qeorge  Hall,  executors  of  John  Tonnelo,  deceased,  and 
upon  other  persons  theroin  named,  and  directed  that  upon 
the  confirmation  of  the  sale  a  conveyance  or  conveyances 
of  the  same  should  be  executed  by  the  said  trustees,  and  the 
petitioner  and  her  husband,  and  further  provided  that  con- 
veyances executed  as  aforesaid  should  be  valid  and  ofifectual 
to  vest  in  tho  purchaser,  his,  her  or  their  heirs  or  assigns  a 
fee  simple  absolute. 

(b)  Francis  R  Berger  had,  prior  to  any  of  these  proceed- 
ings, been  removed  from  his  office  by  competent  authority, 
and  in  tho  act  of  the  leglslaturo  is  not  mentioned  as  one  of 
tho  executors  or  trustees  of  John  Tonnelo. 
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(c)  The  sanx>gate  has  the  power  under  the  statute  ta 
remove  an  executor  (3  R.  8.  6th  ed.  p.  157). 
.  At  the  time  of  his  removal  his  duties  as  executor  simplj 
had  not  ceased.  It  was  only  as  executors  that  either  Valen- 
tine G.  Hall,  Qeorgo  Hall  or  Francis  E.  Berger  had  any 
power  or  control  over  the  estate. 

They  held  the  real  estate  in  trust  by  vurtue  of  their  office 
as  executors,  and  if  for  any  cause  their  office  as  executors 
ceased,  being  trustees  mrtvie  officii^  their  duties  as  trustees 
also  terminated. 

They  were  liable  to  account  tor  the  rents,  income  and 
profits  of  the  real  estate  before  the  sorrogate  as  executors^ 
independent  of  the  statute  {Stagg  agt  J(zc£$on,  1  Com.  B,  p. 
211). 

.  In  tho  present  case  the  trusts  and  trust  powers  were 
conf ered  upon  these  persons  in  their  character  as  executors, 
and  in  such  a  case  the  supreme  court  could  not  remove  one 
of  tho  persons  from  their  office  as  trustee  and  allow  that  of 
executor  to  remain,  or  vice  versa  ;  and  if  tho  surrogate  had 
tho  power  to  remove  Mr.  Berger  as  executor,  his  office  of 
trustee  no  longer  remained  {Matter  of  Wadsworth^  2  Barb. 
Oh.  B.  p.  384). 

IV.  Tho  service  of  the  notice  of  motion  and  petition 
upon  the  mother  of  Elbiso  Tonnelo  as  her  guardian,  was  a 
compliance  with  tho  act  of  tho  legislature,  and  the  court 
acquired  jurisdiction  by  such  service. 

(a)  There  is  no  such  office  known  to  the  statute  as  general 
guardian.  The  phraso  has  been  somewhat  loosely  used  in 
common  piractico  to  distinguish  between  a  person  who  is 
appointed  a  guardian  by  the  court  to  represent  the  interests 
of  tho  in&nt  iaji,  particular  action  or  proceeding,  and  a 
person  who  has  tho  legal  right  to  tho  custody  and  caro  of 
the  infant  and  tho  general  supervision  of  its  interests. 

(bj  Under  tho  Bevised  Statutes  of  this  state,  whcro  an 
estate  in  lands  shall  becomo  vested  in  tm  infant,  tho  guardian- 
ship of  such  infant  with  tho  rights,  duties  and  powers  of  a 
guardian  in  socage  shall  belong, 

1st  To  the  father  of  tho  infant 
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Sd.  If  there  be  no  father  to  the  mother. 

Such  a  guardian  has  the  right  to  the  care,  custody  ajid 
control  of  the  infant,  and  the  r^ht  to  the  income  and 
profits  of  the  real  estate,  and  could  maintain  ejectment  in 
respect  to  the  same  (2  Kent's  Com.  p.  222). 

In  tho  present  case  Eloise  Tonnele  has  a  vested  interest 
in  real  estate,  and  has  no  father,  neither  has  she  any  testa- 
montary  guardian,  nor  has  any  guardian  ever  been  appointed 
by  tho  surrogate,  consequently  by  the  force  of  the  statute 
above  mentioned,  her  mother  is  her  guardian,  and  as  such 
guardian  she  has  the  charge,  custody  and  maintenance 
of  tho  infant,  and  has  the  right  to  the  income  of  its  real 
estate. 

The  mother  as  guardian  having  the  general  control  of 
the  infant  and  its  interests,  was  tho  general  guardian  of  the 
infant  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  tho  service 
upon  her  was  regular. 

y .  If  the  court  should  decide  to  grant  tho  motion  of  John 
Eerr,  it  should  only  direct  the  referee  to  repay  the  ten  per 
cent,  paid  by  tho  assignors  of  said  Kerr. 

(a J  The  referee  has  no  fond  out  of  which  he  can  pay 
interest,  nor  out  of  which  ho  could  pay  any  of  tho  expenses 
incurred  by  Mr.  Eerr  in  tho  investigation  of  the  title  herein. 
The  whole  legal  estate  vested  in  the  executors  (3  It.  8. 
p.  21  §  79). 

Ho  received  the  auction  fees  for  the  auctioneer,  and  they ' 
have  been  paid  over  by  the  referee  to  him,  and  if  ho  was 
directed  to  pay  tho  samo,  or  any  port  thereof,  it  would  have 
to  bo  done  out  of  his  own  fund. 

YL  Mr.  Justice  SuTHEBLAin)  having  reconsidered  his 
decision  in  respect  to  this  application,  and  having  transferred 
tho  matter  to  Mr.  Justice  Inobaham  no  new  notice  was 
neoeasory. 

VJLL  The  motion  should  be  denied. 

BoBiNBON  &  SoBiBKEB,  oUometfs,  and 
HAiauroK  W.  Bobinson,  coumd  for  petUianer^  John 
Kerr. 
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L  Tho  power  of  sale  conf ened  by  the  act  of  the  legiala- 
tnre  {LawsfflOM^  chap,  303  aa  amanded  by  chap*  233  ^  the 
Latcs  of  1865),  can  only  be  canied  into  effect  by  a  cttriot 
complianco  with  its  proTisions  so  as  to  ccmvey  the  property 
of  the  infants  and  parties  not  yet  in  being. 

Tho  deed  is  a  void  cxecation  of  the  power  unless  ezecnted 
by  all "  the  truateeSf*  as  well  as  by  Mrs.  Bnll  and  Alfred  B. 
BnU,  her  husband  (Sckuykr  agt  Marsh,  37  Baarb.  850,  and 
cases  cUed  p.  366). 

Although  service  of  the  petition  is  only  lequiied  to  be 
made  on  Valentino  Q.  Hall  and  Geoige  Hall  as  ezeoutors^ 
yet  tho  deed  must  bo  oxeouted  by  "the  trustees'*  («ee  Lau^ 
cf  1864  chap.  303,  and  Laws  (f  1865  chap.  233). 

Tho  estate  in  the  land  is  stiU  held  by  EranoiB  E.  Berger 
as  one  of  the  trustees  under  the  last  idU  and  testament  of 
John  Tonnele,  Sen.,  and  as  joint  tenant  with  YaLontine  G. 
and  George  Hall,  the  other  trustees^  duxing  the  life  of 
Margaret  R  Bull  (formerly  Tonnele).  Letters  testamentary 
wero  issued  to  all  three. 

Although  Erands  £.  Beiger  was  in  1860  ramoyed  by  the 
suiTogate  of  New  York  from  his  ofEice  aa  executor,  he  has 
never  been  removed  by  the  supreme  court  from  his  office  aa 
trustee  and  still  holds  that  office. 

Ho  could  not  act  as  trustee  of  an  express  trust  in  real 
estate  under  his  nomination  as  executor  without  having 
first  taken  out  letters  testamentary  (2  JR.  8. 71,  §  15, 16.) 

A  sale  of  real  estate  by  those  who  had  taken  out  letters 
would  bo  good,  although  the  others  named  in  the  will  and 
who  had  not  qualified  had  not  joined  (Sharp  agt  PraU, 
15  Wend.  610;  2  B.  8. 109  §55;  Kings,^  DtmneUy,  6 Paige 
46 ;  Tayhr  agt  Morris,  1  Corns.  319 ;  MaUer  of  Wadstoorih 
2  Barb.  ch.  381),  but  all  who  qualify  must  join.    , 

Tho  suirogato  had  no  authority  to  remove  Mr.  Berger 
from  his  offico  ao  trustee  of  the  real  estate,  or  divest  him  of 
any  interest  in  or  power  over  the  land  (1  B.  8.  730  §  69,  70, 
71,  72). 

Tho  cestui  que  trust  would  be  interested  in  and  a  necessary 
party  to  any  proceeding  to  remove  the  trustee.    {Slieplierd 
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agt  ifclvers,  4  John.  cL  136 ;  Diefendorf  agt  Spmker^  6  jSIeZtf. 
246;  Boome  agt  PAtBip9;27  ^.  F.  B.  357.)  He  maj  not  be 
in  aaitaation  to  betepzeaented  in  the  sonogate's  court.  Ho 
may  be  interested  only  in  the  reality,  or  be  a  non-resident 
and  amenable  only  to  the  process  of  a  court  haying  common 
law  jurisdiction. 

The  removal  of  a  person  as  executor  by  the  surrogate, 
and  as  trustee  by  the  supreme  court,  is  not  oo-relatiYe  or 
reciprocal  in  its  operation.  (In  the  matter  cf  Van  Wijck^  1 
Barb,  ck.  646 ;  GanMin  agt.  Eds^rtan,  21  Wend.  436.) 

n.  The  necessity  for  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  all  the 
oontingeQt  remainder-men  who  are  adults  is  evident  from 
the  case  of  Powers  agt.  Berger^  (2  Sdd.  368). 

I£L  The  motion  diould  bo  granted  and  the  purchaser 
dischaa^ed  with  payment  of  the  ten  per  cent.,  and  his 
expensesof  examining  the  title  to  be  paid  out  of  the  funds  in 

file  hands  of  the  referee. 

* 

By  the  court,  Babkabd,  J.  There  is  no  question  made  but 
that  the  legislature  had  power  to  pass  tho  acts  of  1864  and 
1866,  under  which  this  petition  was  presented  to  the  court 
The  power  has  for  many  years  been  exercised  in  like  cases, 
and  is  sustained  by  the  h^hest  authority  (Lejgett  agt.  Hun^ 
kr,  19  N.  Y.  B.  463).  Betger  by  reason  of  his  removal  from 
the  state,  was  removed  as  executor  by  the  surrogato  of  New 
YodL  He  was  trustee  because  he  was  an  executor,  and 
when  he  ceased  to  be  executor  he  ceased  to  be  trustee.  But 
assuming  fiiat  he  was  still  a  trustee,  it  was  competent  for  the 
legislatare  io  declare  that  a  deed  executed  by  two  of  tho 
ttiree  trustees,  should  be  sufficient  to  convey  the  entire  estate. 
This  the  act  does  in  terms.  It  provides  for  notice  to  be 
served  on  Valentine  G.  Hall  and  George  Hall,  as  executors 
of  the  deceased  John  Tonnele,  and  provides  that  a  convey- 
ance by  them  shall  bo  sufficient  "  to  vest  in  tho  purchaser  a 
fee  simple  absolute."  (Laws  1864,  p.  732;  Laws  1866,  |7. 
376.) 

^oise  Tonnele^  an  heir  of  John  Tonnele,  is  an  infant 
The  act  directed  a  copy  of  the  petition  to  be  served  on  her 
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general  gnaidian.  This  notice  was  served  on  her  mother, 
her  father  being  dead  and  she  having  no  testamentary  gaar- 
dian,  and  no  guardian  having  been  appointed  for  her  by  the 
snrrogate.  - 

She  resided  with  her  mother,  who  had  the  custody  and 
control  of  the  said  infant  Eloise  Tonnele,  and  attended' to 
her  education  and  maintenance.  The  mother  is  by  statute 
the  guardian  in  socage  of  the  infant  {Chap.  1,  ti£ie  1,  part 
2,  artide  1,  B.  S).  This  gave  the  mother ''  a  right  to  the 
custody  of  the  infant's  land  and  body  **  (2  Blade.  Com.  88). 

The  service  was  properly  made  upon  the  mother,  but  this 
question  cannot  be  made  by  the  purchaser.  The  court 
decreed  that  the  service  was  proper,  and  granted  the  sale. 
A  review  cannot  bo  had  except  by  a  direct  appeal  It  can- 
not bo  questioned  collaterally. 

The  order  refusing  to  release  the  purchaser  from  his  bid, 
should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Inqbaham,  p.  J.  The  property  sought  to  be  sold  is  part 
of  the  estate  of  John  Tonnele,  deceased,  and  this  petition 
is  on  behalf  of  one  of  the  parties  interested  under  the  will, 
for  a  sale  of  certain  lots  belonging  to  the  estate,  and  such 
proceedings  were  had  that  a  sale  was  ordered  by  this  court. 
Under  that  order  of  sale  lots  eighty-seven,  eighty-eight  and 
eighty-nine,  were  sold  to  John  Atiderson,  and  lots  ninety, 
ninety-one,  ninety-two  and  ninety-three,  to  Catharine  Brad- 
ley. Anderson  and  Bradley  assigned  their  bids  to  John 
£ejr. 

Kerr  now  moves  to  be  released  from  his  purchase,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  titio  is  defective  for  several  reasons. 

So  for  as  any  objection  is  made  to  the  interest  of  Mrs. 
Hall,  that  was  disposed  of  on  the  argument  by  the  offer  of 
a  releaso  on  her  part  of  any  interest  in  the  premises.  On 
the  supposition  that  such  an  instrument  will  be  executed, 
I  shall  not  examine  that  objection,  leaving  to  the  pur- 
chaser the  right  to  renew  his  motion  if  the  same  is  not 
executed. 

Tho  only  questions  which  require  examination  are  whether 
the  children  of  John  Tonnele,  the  son  of  the  testator,  are 


NEW  TOKK  TRkCnOE  BEPOBTB.  79 

In  tha  iDAttor  of  MMgarat  B.  BaU. 

neoessaiy  parties?  Wlieiher  Francis  E.  Beiger,  one  of  the 
execotors,  must  unite  in  the  oonveyance  to  give  it  validity  ? 

The  uriU  gave  Hio  income  of  these  lots  to  Margaret  for  life, 
and  after  her  death  to  her  issue,  and  in  case  of  her  death 
inthoat  issno,  lots  eighty*f our  to  eighty-eight  were  to  go  to 
his  son  John,  and  lots  eighty-nine  to  nineiy-three,  to  his 
dan^ter  Susan,  in  fee. 

The  son  John  has  died,  leaving  a  vnH  disposing  of  his 
property  to  minor  children,  and  these  children  it  is  nrged 
shonld  bo  before  the  court  on  this  application.  I  think  not. 
John  obtained  no  title  to  the  premises,  and  conld  have  no 
interest  therein  which  ho  conld  dispose  of  by  will  until  the 
death  of  Margaret  without  issue,  and  as  she  is  still  living, 
no  interest  could  pass  imder  his  will  to  his  children,  and 
they  would  not  necessarily  bo  parties  to  this  proceeding. 
They  could  take  no  interest  imder  the  will  bocanso  the  father 
had  none  that  he  could  devise,  and  they  are  not  entitled  to 
any  now  as  the  heirs  at  law,  because  as  such  no  estate  could 
vest  in  them  as  the  heirs  of  Margaret  until  her  death.  There 
was  no  ground  for  making  them  parties  to  this  application. 

Tho  other  question  is,  whether  a  good  titie  can  be  given 
by  the  executors  who  aro  now^acting.  Threo  of  tho  ozecu- 
tors  named  in  tho  will  qualified,  viz. :  Q.  Hall,  Y.  G.  Hall 
and  Frauds  E.  Berger. 

In  1860  Berger  left  the  United  States,  and  was  removed 
from  tho  office  of  executor  by  the  surrogate.  He  has  since 
however  returned  to  tho  United  Stetes,  but  as  I  understand, 
declines  to  unite  in  the  conveyance. 

The  statutes  of  1864,  amended  by  that  of  1865,  provide 
br  this  application,  and  authorize  tho  sale  of  tho  property. 
That  statute  refers  to  the  property  as  hold  in  trust  by  the 
executors  of  John  Tonnelo  under  tho  will,  and  authorizes 
the  court  to  direct  a  conveyance  of  tho  samo  to  be  executed 
by  tho  scdd  trustees  and  others.  Tho  fourth  section  provides 
that  all  such  conveyances  made  as  aforesaid,  &c.,  if  executed 
by  iiio  trustees  as  aforesaid,  or  such  persons  as  niaybe 
appointed  in  his  or  their  place,  Ac,  shall  be  valid  and 
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Tho  validity  of  these  statutes  and  the  power  of  the  court 
thus  to  dispose  of  the  interest  of  infants  and  of  persons  not 
in  esse  has  been  settled  by  several  coses  in  the  court  of 
appeals'  {LeggeU  agt.  Hunter,  19  N.  Y.  R.  445),  and  tho  right 
of  the  executors  who  qualify  to  execute  the  trusts  to  the 
exclusion  of  others  who  do  not  qualify  is  also  settled  by  the 
same  case. 

Wo  are  brought  down  then  to  tho  sole  question  whether 
an  executor  who  has  been  removed  by  the  surrogate  from 
his  office  as  executor  is  a  necessary  party  to  land  to  be  sold 
under  on  act  of  the  legislature,  which  authorizes  a  sale  to 
be  made  by  tho  trustees  who  held  the  property  under  the 
will  at  tho  time  of  the  act. 

There  con  be  no  doubt  if  this  is  a  trust  but  that  this 
court  cotdd  appoint  another  trustee  in  the  place  of  Berger 
on  a  proper  appUcation  {Boome  agt.  PkUUps,  27  N.  7.  B. 
pp.  368,  363). 

The  will  of  Tonnele,  Sen.,  gave  the  executors  no  authoriiy 
to  sell  any  of  tho  property  excepting  such  parts  of  the  real 
estate  as  ho  had  previously  in  his  will  directed  to  be  sold, 
and  no  power  of  sale  was  given  to  the  executors  in  regard 
to  any  of  these  lots.  ' 

But  by  a  previous  provision  in  the  will  the  testator 
devised  all  his  estate  except  some  specific  legacies  and 
devises  to  his  executors  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  named. 
Under  this  provision  tho  executors  who  took  upon  them* 
selves  tho  execution  of  tho  will  became  vested  with  the  title 
and  might  sell  the  real  estate  (3  R.  8.  m  ed.  p.  197,  §  66). 

If  at  any  time  an  executor  becomes  incompetent  to  serve 
he  may  bo  superseded  by  the  surrogate,  and  the  remaining 
executors  would  havo  thereafter  the  sole  administration 
under  tho  will  (3  B.  S,  5th  ed.  p.  157). 

The  revised  statutes  as  ta  trusts  empowers  this  court  to 
removo  trustees  and  to  .accept  their  resignations,  and  while 
the  court  is  authorized  so  to  do  still  it  is  not  obligatoiy  to 
appoint  a  new  trustee,  but  may  leavo  tho  other  tirustees  to 
execute  tho  trusts  or  appoint  another  as  may  be  thought  best 
(3  B.  8. 6ih  ed.  22).    After  the  executor  had  been  removed  if 
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each  a  proceeding  had  taken  place  here  here  there  would 
haTe  been  no  donbt  as  to  the  remaining  trustees  and  executors 
having  fall  anthontj  to  execute  the  trusts.  The  court  could 
not  remove  the  executor  as  such,  and  the  removal  of  the 
trustee  merely  while  he  was  acting  as  executor  might  not 
be  sufficient  to  divest  him  of  the  estate  which  was  devised 
to  him  as  executor  (2  Barb.  CL  li.  365).  A  contrary  view 
seems  to  have  been  taken  by  Bbowk,  J.,  in  the  matter  of 
Crossman  (20  How,  P.  i?.  p,  350),  where  a  trustee  and 
executor  under  a  will  apphed  to  the  court  to  bo  released 
from  bis  trusts.  In  that  case  the  judge  says,  "  the  bequest 
of  tho  will  is  to  all  the  executors.  The  effect  is  to  vest  the 
l^al  title  in  aU  the  executors,  who  qualified  with  tho  right 
of  survivorship,  should  either  die,  become  incapable  of 
acting  or  be  removed  by  the  order  of  the  court  having 
juiisdiction ;"  and  again  when  one  trustee  resits  or  is 
discharged  from  his  office  the  remaining  trustees  are  vested 
with  the  entire  estate. 

I  am  inclined  to  think  the  same  rule  applies  to  the  removal 
of  the  executor  by  the  surrogate.  His  power  to  act  ceases 
in  regard  to  the  will  and  the  administration  of  the  estate. 
Tho  power  he  obtains  to  execute  the  trust  is  given  to  h\m 
not  by  name  but  as  executor,  and  when  removed  as  executor 
his  relation  to  the  estate  ceases. 

But  I  do  not  think  this  question  necessarily  involved  in 

this  case.    This  is  not  the  sale  of  property  authorized  by  the 

will  and  ia  pursuance  of  authority  conferred  thereby,  but 

under  and  by  virtue  of  the  statute.    Tho  legislature  had 

p3wer  to  authorizo  the  sale  to  bo  made  by  any  officer  of  the 

court  or  in  such  manner  as  the  court  should  direct.    So  also 

they  had  power  to  direct  who  should  execute  the  conveyance 

in  the  statute.    This  they  did  do,  when  they  directed  that  . 

the  conveyance  should  bo  executed  by  the  said  trustees. 

Wo  must  then  see  who  are  the  said  trustees  named  in  tho 

act.    The  statute  directs  notice  to  be  served  on  Valentine 

G.  Hall  and  George  HaU  as  executors  of  John  Tonnele, 

deceased,  and  states  the  lands  are  held  in  trust  by  the 

executors  of  said  Tonnele  and  then  directs  the  conveyance 
Vol.  XXXL  6 
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to  be  executed  by  the  said  trustees.  The  intent  of  these 
ptovi8ion8  is  that  tho  conveyance  ahaU  be  executed  by 
the  then  acting  executors  of  Tonnele.  Bei^er  had  been 
removed  and  ceased  to  bo  an  executor  long  before  the  passage 
of  either  act.  It  naipes  tho  other  two  executors  as  the 
persons  upon  whom  notice  is  to  be  served  as  the  only  acting 
executors  entitled  thereto,  it  designated  the  executors  (then 
being  such)  as  holding  the  land  in  trust  and  then  directs 
them  the  persons  so  holding  the  estate  to  execute  the 
deed. 

Mj  conclusion  is  that  both  from  the  removal  of  Berger 
as  executor  before  the  passage  of  tho  statutes  and  from  the 
provisions  of  those  statutes  in  which  the  other  executors 
also  are  named  as  such  and  as  holding  the  trust,  that  the 
intent  of  the  legislature  was  that  the  deeds  should  be 
executed  by  the  acting  executors,  Valentine  and  George 
Hall,  and  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  Berger  should  join  in 
the  conveyance. 

The  motion  to  relieve  the  purchaser  from  his  purchase  is 
therefore  denied. 

Note.— Sabaoqnent  to  this  decision  Francis  E.  Borger  diod,  and  tbo  adult 
ropiaindcr-mon  all  nniting  in  the  conToyancc,  Mr.  Eorr  accepted  tho  title  and 
took  his  deed. 


»  »• 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Jacob  H.  Mabtin  agt.  Jane  Houohton. 

In  %  justice's  courts  if  inferences  are  to  bo  indnlged  they  ranst  bo  in  support  of  and 
not  against  its  proceo  lings ;  and  wbcro  a  jiarty  seeks  to  rovorso  tho  judgment 
he  must  show  affirmatively  that  error  has  been  committed,  and  that  he  has 
been  prejudiced  thereby. 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  party  may  litigato  a  question  of  license  in  a  Justice*s 
court. 

To  constitute  a  license  which  amounts  to  a  defense  to  an  action  of  trespass^ 
there  must  be  a  permission  to  enter  upon  the  promises,  which  may  be  express 
or  implied  from  circumstances;  and  it  has  been/ieIcZ  ih^i  famiHar  intimacy 
between  families  may  be  OTidence  from  which  a  general  license  for  such  pur- 
pose may  be  presumed. 
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Where  the  defendant  for  thirty  yoara  had  been  in  the  habit  of  firoquently 
visiting  tho  p1aintiff*8  fiunily— the  families  of  both  parties  being  upon  intimate 
teims— Aeid,  that  tho  jnry  were  justified  in  finding  an  implied  liconso  to  the 
defieiidant  to  visit  the  pbintiff*s  family.  And  tho  evidence  Justified  tho  Jury  in 
finding  that  the  defendant  did  not  outer  upon  the  premises  in  riolation  of  tho 
penniasion  of  the  plaintiff  opxr  s/ie  \dqm  forbidden  hy  him, 

Albany  General  Term,  September  1865. 

Before  HoQEBOOM,  Miller  and  Ingalu3,  Justices. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  county  court 
of  Albany  county  reyeisiiig  the  judgment  of  the  justice's 
court  in  ^e  above  action.  The  plaintiff  complained  against 
the  defendant  in  trespass  for  crossing  his  premises  after  the 
de/endant  was  forbidden. 

The  defendant  interposed  an  answer,  1st.  General  denial; . 
2d.  License  from  the  plaintiff  to  cross ;  3d.  That  the  public 
had  a  right  to  cross  tho  path.    The  action  was  tried  by  a 
jury  who  rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  tho  defendant 

The  additional  facts  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

J.  H.  Clvte,  for  appelant. 
Jba  Shaveb^ /or  respondent. 

» 

By  the  courts  Ingalls,  J.  It  appears  from  the  evidence 
of  Uie  plaintiff  that  the  defendant  had  been  in  the  habit  of 
coming  upon  the  premises  of '.the.  plaintiff  for  a  series  of 
years,  and  within  the  two  years  next  prior  to  tho  trial,  passed 
through  the  door  yard,  sometimes  upon  one  side  of  the  house 
and  at  other  times  upon  the  other  side.  There  was  a  path 
some  part  of  the  time  upon  which  the  defendant  traveled. 
The  plaintiff  testified  that  the  defendant  came  to  his  houso 
a  number  of  times,  but  did  not  know  and  could  not  testify 
whether  he  had  sent  for  her. .  That  ho  forbid  her  crossing 
his  place  at  different  times,  and  she  said  she  would  go  and 
did  go.  That  he  tcid  defendant  she  shovld  not  cross  the  path 
hd  imght  cross  dbmg  the  stone  tooR.  That  she  afterwards 
passed  arawnd  the  house,  and  he  then  told  her  she  should  not 
crofis  his  place  at  all.  Tho  defendant  testified  in  substance 
that  she  had  lived  at  her  brother's  since  sho  was  bom*,  and 
that  there  had  been  a  path  £rom  her  brother's  to  tho 
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plaintijBF's  which  she  had  traveled  for  thirty  years.  That 
the  plaintiff  forbid  her  going  on  the  path,  but  gave  lier 
permission  to  go  along  the  stone  wall,  and  that  she  was  going 
along  the  wall  when  the  boy  told  her  to  go  off  the  rye.  That 
she  had  traveled  that  path  in  going  to  plaintiff's  when  his 
mother  was  sick.  That  the  families  Juxd  been  on  intimate 
terms.  That  she  had  seen  the  path  ploughed  up  and  a  furrow 
ploughed  for  a  path.  I  think  fisom  all  tiie  evidence  the  jtuy 
were  justified  in  finding  that  no  trespass  was  committed  by 
the  defendant  upon  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff  after  she 
was  forbidden  to  enter  thereon.  The  plaintiff  testified  that 
the  defendant  had  been  in  the  habit  of  visiting  his  house 
and  would  not  swear  that  such  visits  were  not  by  invitation. 
He  testified  that  he  told  defendant  she  should  not  cross  the 
path,  but  mi{fht  cross  along  the  stone  toalL 

There  is  not^g  in  the  evidence  to  sliow  wliere  the  stone 
ivaU  was  located,  or  that  in  going  around. the  house  she  did 
not  go  along  the  wall.  The  evidence  does  not  show  at  what 
period,  after  she  was  forbidden  to  cross  the  premises,  she 
crossed  the  same,  nor  but  that  such  crossing  was  along  the 
stone  wall.  It  is  quite  apparent  that  the  families  had  been 
on  friendly  terms,  and  the  defendant  had  been  a  welcome 
visitor  at  the  plaintiff's  house,  and  for  a  period  of  thirty 
years  had  been  accustomed  to  travel  upon  the  path  spoken 
of. 

It  can  hardly  be  inferred  from  the  evidence,  that  the 
plaintiff  at  the  time  he  forbid  the  defendant  crossing  upon  the 
path,  and  at  the  same  time  gave  her  permission  to  travel  alon^i^ 
the  wall,  supposed  the  defendant  guilty  of  trespass  for  whicli 
he  designed  to  hold  her  accountable.  The  jury  were  also 
justified,  from  the  evidence,  in  finding  that  the  defendant 
did  not  enter  upon  the  premises  in  violation  of  the  permis- 
sion of  the  plaintiff  after  she  toas  forbidden. 

If  inferences  are  to  be  iudulged  they  must  be  in  support  of, 
and  not  against  proceedings  in  the  justice's  court,  and  where 
a  party  seeks  to  reverse  a  judgment  he  must  show  affirma- 
tively that  error  has  been  committed,  and  that  he  has  been 
prejudiced  thereby.    The  defendant  interposed  one  defenso^ 
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that  the  entiy  upon  the  premises  was  bj  the  license  of  the 
plaintiff.  .To  constitute  a  license  which  amounts  to  a  defense 
to  an  action  of  trespass,  there  must  be  a  permission  to 
enter  upon  the  premises,  which  may  be  express,  or  implied 
from  circumstances,  and  it  has  been  held  that  familiar 
intimacy  between  families  may  be  evidence  from  which  a 
general  Ucense  for  such  purpose  may  be  presumed.  {Adams 
agi  Freeman^  12  Johns.  i2.  402;  Lyons  agt.  Bhkeman^  22 
Baih.  336 ;  Haight  agt.  Badgley,  15  Barb.  502 ;  PierporU  agt 
Barmrd  2  Sdd.  279.) 

In  the  last  case  the  question  of  license  is  fully  considered. 
Certainly  where  a  party  has  been  for  years  in  the  habit  of 
visiting  the  house  of  another  without  objection,  a  license 
will  be  implied.  Any  other  rule  would  be  imreasonable  and 
oppreaaiYe.  In  this  case  the  defendant,  for  thirty  years,  had 
exerdsed  that  priirilege,  the  families  being  upon  intimate 
tenns,  and  upon  this  ground  alone  the  jury  would,  in  my 
judgment,  have  been  justified  iu  finding  an  implied  license. 
The  defendant's  case,  howeyer,  does  not  rest  there ;  both 
plaintiff  and  defendant  ^testify  to  an  express  permission 
to  the  defendant  to  pass  along  the  stone  wall,  and  the 
evidence  does  not  show  that  the  defendant  entered  the 
premises  after  that  permission  was  revoked,  nor  that  the 
defendant  went  elsewhere  than  along  the  wall  after  the  per- 
mission was  given. 

I  do  not  think  a  fatal  error  was  conmiitted  in  allowing 
the  witnesses  to  testify  in  regard  to  the  length  of  time  the 
path  had  been  there.  That  evidence  was  pertinent  tipon  the 
question  of  license  to  ascertain  how  long  the  defendant  had 
been  in  the  habit  of  visiting  the  plaintiff's  house,  and  by 
what  way  she  went,  with  a  view  to  show  how  marked  and 
notorious  had  been  the  exercise  of  the  privilege,  as  811 
these  circumstances  had  a  tendency  to  characterize  the 
transaction,  and  were  properly  considered  in  determining 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  permission  relied  upon  to 
establish  the  license.  It  did  not  by  any  means  f oUow  that 
those  facts  bore  necessarily  upon  a  question  of  title. 

Indeed  the  evidence  does  not  show  that  the  defendant 
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attempted  to  assert  any  title  or  absolute  right  to  enter  upon 
the  premises.  On  the  contrary,  when  tho  plaintiff  forbid 
the  use  of  the  path,  the  defendant,  by  the  permission  of  tho 
plaiatiff,  went  along  the  walL 

No  principle  is  better  settled  than  that  a  party  may 
litigate  a  question  of  license  in  justice's  court.  (Dociittie 
agt.  Eddy,  7  Barb.  75;  exparte  Cobum^  1  Coioen  568;  3^ 
KenJCa  Com.  p.  452.)  The  author  says:  '^ License  is  an 
authority  to  do  a  particular  act  or  series  of  acts  upon 
another's  land  mthout  possessing  any  estate  therein.  It  ia 
founded  on  personal  confidence,  and  is  not  assignable  nor 
within  the  statute  of  frauds."  {See  also  Pierpont  agt.  Bar- 
mrd,  2  Sdd.  279). 

'  In  reviewing  proceedings  of  the  justice's  court  great 
liberaUty  is  to  be  exercised,  and  a  judgment  is  not  to  be 
reversed  for  a  testimonial  error  which  does  not  affect  the 
merits.  {Borst  agt.  Smithy  5  Barb,  283 ;  Spencer  agt.  S.  & 
W.  R.  R.  12  Barb.  382.) 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  established  a  license 
to  enter  upon  the  plaintiff's  prem]3e3,  which  constituted  a 
defense  to  the  action,  and  that  no  error  was  committed 
by  the  justice  in  admitting  evidence  which  should  reverse' 
the  judgment  of  tho  justice's  court.  The  judgment  of  the 
counfy  court  must  be  reversed,  and  tho  jud^ent  of  the 
justice  affirmed  with  costs. 


>>• 
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Whoro  a  tdegrafh  company  fomiahes  printed  hoadixfgs  for  tho  traDsmission  of 
moasagcs,  containing  certain  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  sach  messages 
will  bo  sent,  and  an  agrooment  that  the  samo  shall  bccomo  binding  npon  both 
parties  when  signed  by  the  person  sending  tho  message ;  the  person  who 
writes  his  message  under  such  a  heading  and  signs  and  delivers  it  accepts 
such  printed  proposition,  and  it  thereupon  becomes  an  agreement  binding 
upon  Uio  company  only  according  to  its  terms  and  conditions. 
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The  person  who  signs  and  delivers  such  moesago  is  estopped  from  denying  the 
tgnement  which  he  has  signed,  by  alleging  that  ho  never  read  it.  It  is  gross 
esislessness  and  negligenco  not  to  road  such  conditions  and  agreement  before 
sigDing  and  doUvcring  the  message. 

A  poTBon  who  signs  such  a  paper  mnst  know  that  ho  signs  it  for  some  purposOp 
and  vhcn  ho  gives  it  to  the  company  must  understand  that  it  is  to  regulate  the 
rights  which  it  explains* 

The  peculiar  and  stringent  mlos  by  which  common  carriers  are  controlled  and 
regulated  can  have  very  Uttlo  just  and  proper  application  to  telegraph  companies. 
{Tfas  seetna  to  be  adverse  to  tfie  general  tenor  of  Uve  opinion  in  De  Rvdte  agt.  N, 
r.  Tdejraph  Co.  30  Uow.  430.) 

Eren  if  a  telegraph  company  is  held  to  bo  an  ordinary  common  carrier,  it  has  the 
light  to  limit  its  liability  by  erpress  contract.  I  This  agrees  loUh  De  ItuUe  agt. 
N.  Y.  Telegraph  Co,  supra^  and  is  undoubtedly  veil  settled  law.  Jf  this 
doctrine  is  tcdl  settledy  it  teould  seem  also  iliat  it  settles  tlie  question  of  the 
similarily  of  the  rules  xohich  govern  each  carrio'.J 

Wbero^ho  plaintifTd  delivered  to  tho  defendant  for  transmission  £rom  Palmyra, 
N.  Y.,  to  tho  city  of  New  York,  a  message  v/ritton  under  tiio  general  printed 
propositon  and  agi*ccmcnt  of  tho  dofondanU,  directing  tho  purchaso  of  $700, 
in  gold,  without  requiring  a  repetition  of  tho  message,  and  when  delivered  to 
tho  plaintins'  correspondent  in  Now  York  it  read  $7,000,  in  gold,  instead  of 
$700:  Uetd^  that  tho  plaintiff  could  not  recover  for  the  loss  ho  sustained. 

Seventh  District^  Monroe  General  Tcrm^  JlarcJi^  1866. 

Before  Welles,  E.  Darwin  Smith  and  Johnson,  Justices. 

This  was  a  controversy  without  action,  submitted  under 
section  372  of  tho  Codo,  on  the  foUowiog  facts : 

On  the  IGth  of  March,  1865,  George  W.  Cuyler,  President 
of  the  First  National  Bank  of  Pahnjra,  acting  for  the 
plaintiffs,  presented  to  tho  defendant,  a  corporation  duly 
incorporated,  and  engaged  in  tho  business  of  ti*ansmitting 
messages  and  dispatches  by  electric  telegraph  for  hire,  over 
its  line  of  wires,  extending  from  tho  city  of  Now  York  north- 
wardly and  westwardly,*  at  its  office  in  Palmyra,  a  ccrtatin 
dispatch  written  upon  tho  ordinary  blank  of  defendant,  and 
requested  tho  same  to  be  transmitted  to  the  parties  to  whom 
tho  same  was  addressed,  and  paid  for  such  transmission  the 
fee  charged  by  defendant,  but  did  not  pay  for,  nor  request 
to  have  the  same  repeated.  The  blank  and  message  thereon 
initten  were  as  follows : 

No. .    To  all  points  in  tho  United  States  and  British 

Provinces.    Reg'd. 

UNITED  STATES  TELEOB/'PH  COm>ANT. 

E.  C.  Fellows,  Qen'l  Supt.,  Syracuse,  N.  T. 
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W.  H.  Kirtland,  Ass't  Supt.,  Eochester,  N-  Y. 

N.  Randall,  President,  Syracuse,  N.  Y. 

S.  C.  Hay,  Secretary,  N.  Y. 

In  order  to  gaard  against  errors  or  delays  in  the  trans- 
mission or  delivery  of  messages,  every  message  of  importance 
ought  to  be  repeated  by  being  sent  back  from  the  station  to 
which  it  is  directed  to  the  station  from  which  it  is  sent,  and 
compared  with  the  orginal  message.  Half  the  tariff  price 
will  be  charged  for  thus  repeating  and  comparing.  And  it  is 
hereby  agreed,  between  the  signer  or  signers  of  this  message 
and  this  company,  that  •  this  company  shall  not  be  held 
responsible  for  errors  or  delays  in  the  transmission  or 
delivery  of  this  message,  if  repeated,  beyond  the  amonnt  of 
fifty  dollars,  tmless  a  special  agreement  for  insurance  be 
made  and  paid  for  at  the  time  of  sending  the  message  and 
the  amout  of  risk  specified  on  this  agreement,  and  that  in 
case  this  message  is  not  repeated,  this  company  shall  not  be 
held  responsible  for  any  error  or  delay  in  th^  transmission 
or  deUveiy  of  same  beyond  the  amoimt  paid  for  transmission, 
unless  specially  insured,  and  the  amotmt  of  risk  paid  for 
and  specified  on  this  agreement  at  the  time ;  nor  shall  this 
company  be  held  liable  for  errors  in  ciphers,  or  obscure 
messages ;  nor  for  any  error  or  neglect  by  any  other  company 
over  whose  lines  this  message  may  be  sent  to  reach  its 
destination ;  and  this  compsoiy  is  hereby  made  the  agent  of 
the  .signer  of  this  message  to  forward  it  over  the  lines  of 
other  companies  when  necessary.  No  agent  or  employee 
is  authorized  or  allowed  to  Vary  the  terms  of  this  agree- 
ment or  make  any  other  or  verbal  agreement,  and  no  one  but 
the  superintendent  is  authorized  to  make  a  special  agree- 
ment for  insurance.  This  agreement  shall  apply  through 
the  whole  course  of  this  message  on  all  lines  by  which  it 
may  be  transmitted. 

"  Palmyra,  March  16, 1865. 

"  Send  the  following  message,  subject  to  the  above  condi- 
tions and  agreement : 
"  To  Cammann  &  Co.,  No.  56  Wall  street.  New  York : 
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"  Buy  us  seyen  ($700)  hundred  dollars  in  gold. 

"Geo.  W.  Cdtleb,  Prcmdent 
"No.  2.    Please  write  jour  address  under  your  signature.*' 

Cnyler  had  on  hand  at  his  office  a  lot  of  these  blanks, 
which  tiie  defendant  had  left  there  to  secure  business,  and  * 
took  the  blank  in  question  from  amongst  the  others  and 
wrote  the  dispatch  upon  it.  But  neither  Cuylei*  nor  the 
plaintiffs  had  ever  read  the  printed  portion  of  said  blanks. 
The  message  thus  delivered  was  duly  transmitted  from  the 
office  at  Palmyra,  as  written ;  but  by  some  error  of  some 
of  defendant's  operators  working  between  Palmyra  and  New 
York,  the  precice  cause  of  which  is  tmknown,  it  w^as  received 
in  New  York  and  sent  and  delivered  to  Canmiann  &  Co.,  in 
the  {allowing  form :  "  To  Cammann  &  Co.,  No.  56  Wall 
street,  New  Ydrk.  Buy  us  seven  thousand  dollars  in  gold. 
Geo.  W.  Cuyler,  President." 

hi  consequence  of  the  receipt  of  this  message,  Cammann 
k  Go.  immediately,  on  the  same  day,  purchased  on  account 
of  the  plaintiffs  $7,000  ih  gold  coin,  and  paid  for  the  same 
the  then  market  price  of  $L71  in  legal  tender  notes  for  each 
dollar  in  gold.  As  soon  as  possible  after  the  discovery  of 
&e  error,  the  plaintiffs  notified  defendant  of  the  same,  and 
of  the  purchase,  and  tendered  to  the  defendant  the  gold  so 
purchased,  at  the  price  which  had  been  paid,  and  gave  notice 
that  unless  defendant  elected  to  accept  said  gold  at  the 
price  paid,  the  same  would  be  sold  at  the  public  market  for 
the  highest  price  and  defendant  held  liable  for  the  loss. 
Defendant  refused  the  tender,  and  the  gold  was  accordingly 
sold  at  the  best  market  price,  which  was  $1.51^  in  legal 
tender  notes,  by  which  a  loss  was  sustained  of  $1,244.25. 

The  plaintiffs  seek  to  recover  the  amount  of  this  loss,  with 
mterest. 

Ghables  MoLouTH,  for  plaintiffs. 

G.  P.  LowBET,  Pbansioli  &  SoBEN,  for  de/endanL 

By  the  courts  Johnson,  J.  It  must  be  held,  I  think,  that 
the  printed  heading  to  the  paper  on  which  the  message 
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delivered  to  tho  defendant  for  transmiBsion  was  written^ 
was,  nnder  tho  circnmstances,  sometiiing  more  than  a  mere 
notice  to  the  plaintiflfe'  assignor,,  by  whom  such  message 
was  written,  signed  and  delivered.    Before  the  message  was 
•written  under  it,  and  signed  and  delivered  to  the  defendant, 
it  was  a  general  proposition  to  aU  persons  desiring  to  send 
messages  bj  tho  defendant's  peculiar  means  of  transmision 
or  «r«yJco  o.  Iho  to»>s  Jd  co^Uaona  upon  which  ».olx 
messages  would  bo  sent,  and  tho  defendant  become  liable  in 
case  of  error  or  accident  in  the  transmission  or  conyeyance* 
By  writing  the  message  uhder  it.  and  signing  and  deUvering 
tho  same  for  transmission,  the  party  accepted  tho  propositiou 
and  it  becamo  an  agreement,  binding  upon  the  d^endant 
only  according  totbo  tarms  and  conditions  specified  in  its 
proposition.    That  such  is  the  legal  effect  of  the  agreement 
under  which  the  message  in  this  case  was -received  for 
transmission  by  the  defendant,  seems  to  me  osdremely  clear. 
Under  tho  date  of  tho  message,  and  the  name  of  the  place 
from  which  it  was  sent,  was  printed  in  large  clear  typo: 
*^  Send  the  following  message,  subject  to  the  above  conditions 
and  agreement."     Directly  under  this  the  message  was 
written  and  signed  by  tho  plaintiffs'  assignor.    There  is  na 
pretence  that  tho  "  conditions  and  agreement "  thus  refgrred 
to,  were  not  plainly  printed,  or  that  there  was  tho  least  diffi.- 
culty  in  reading  and  understanding  the  terms  proposed  by 
tho  defendant.    There  they  stood,  in  clear,  plain  print.    Firsts 
a  general  statement,  that  ''in  order  to  guard  against  errors 
or  delays  in  tho  transmission  or  deUvery  of  messages,  every 
message  of  importance  ought  to  bo  repeated  by  being  sent 
back  from  tho  station  to  which  it  is  dirocted  to  tho  station 
from  which  it  w(is  sent,  aad  compared  with  the  original 
.  messago."    Following  this  list  is  tho  tariff  or  rate  charged  for 
such  repetition  and  comparison,  as  follows :    "  Half  the  tariff" 
prico  will  bo  charged  for  thus  repeating  and  comparing." 
Then  follow  tho  terms  and  conditions  in  this  languago: 
"  And  it  is  hereby  agreed  between  tho  signer  or  signers  of 
this  message  and  this  company,  that  this  company  shall  not 
bo  held  responsible  for  errors  or  delays  in  tho  transmission 
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or  deliyery  of  this  message,  if  lepeated,  beyond  the  amount 
of  fifty  dqllarsy  imless  a  special  agreement  for  insurance  bo 
made  and  paid  for  at  the  time  of  sending  the  message,  and 
the  amount  of  risk  specified  on  this  agreement,  and  that  in 
case  this  message  is  not  repeated,  this  company  shall  not  be 
held  responsible  for  any  error  or  delay  in  the  transmission  or 
deKvery  of  the  same  beyond  the  amount  paid  for  transmis- 
sion, unless  specially  insured,  and  the  amount  of  risk  paid 
for  and  specified  on  this  agreement  at  the  time."  Hero  is 
no  ambiguity  whatever,  but  on  the  contrary,  the  language  is 
well  chosen,  and  the  meaning  and  import  perfectly  clear  and 
obTions  to  the  most  indifferent  or  careless  reader.  The 
price  for  temsmisaion  only  was  paid.  There  was  no  request 
to  have  the  message  repeated,  and  nothing  was  paid  or 
offered  therefor,  and  no  insurance.  The  defendant  is  there- 
fore exempt  from  all  liabiUty  for  the  mistake  or  error  com- 
pkined  of,  by  tho  express  terms  of  the  agreement. 

It  is  stated,  in  the  case  made,  that  neither  tho  person  who 
signed  tho  message  nor  tho  plaintiffs  ever  read  the  printed 
'"conditions  and  agreement"  thus  subscribed.  But  it  does 
not  follow  from  this,  by  any  means,  that  they  are  not  bound 
by  the  conditions.  They  might  and  should  have  been  read. 
It  i9as  Toiy  gross  carelessness  and  negligence  not  to  read 
them  before  signing  and  delivering  the  message.  No  notice 
was  given  to  tho  agents  of  the  defendant  that  the  conditions 
and  agreement  to  which  tho  author  and  signer  of  the 
message  had  in  terms  agreed  the  same  should  be  subject,  he 
had  in  fact  neglected  to  read,  and  ioform  himself  as  to  their 
import  The  presumption,  in  the  absence  of  any  notice, 
was  that  ho  had  read  and  understood  the  proposition  ho  had 
thus  accepted ;  and  tho  defehdant's  agents  had  tho  right  to 
take  it  for  granted  that  he  had,  and  will  bo  presumed 
to  have  dono  so,  and  to  have  sent  in  good  faith  tho  message 
upon  tho  terms  thus  proposed  and  apparently  accepted. 
Tho  plaintiffs  should  not  now  be  permitted  to  allego  that 
their  assignor  either  willfully  shut  his  eyes  and  refused  to 
see  what  was  so  plainly  before  him,  or  that  ho  negligently 
omitted  to  nsb  them  for  that  purpose.    To  allow  them  now 
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to  do  this,  would  operate  as  a  fraud  upon  the  defendant. 
It  would  enable  one  party,  through  his  own  gross  negligence 
and  inattention,  to  create  a  liability  against  another  in  his 
own  favor,  where  none  was  bargained  for,  or  would  have 
been,  and  which  was  expressly  stipulated  against.  The 
principle  of  estoppel  in  pais  applies  in  full  force  against  the 
plaintiff'  claim.  Their  assignor,  by  his  conduct,  led  the 
agents  of  the  defendant  to  suppose  and  believe  that  he  had 
agreed  to  the  defendant's  propositions,  and  they  cannot  now 
gainsay  the  apparent  agreement.     ' 

In  Letms  agt.  The  OreaJt  Western  Railway  Company  (6  J91 
ik  N.  867),  which  was  a  case  where  the  person  delivering 
goods  to  a  carrier  filled  up  and  signed  a  receiving  note 
under  a  printed  head  of  <'  conditions/'  under  which  were 
certain  printed  conditions,  and  which  the  party  after- 
wards, in  an  action  for  the  loss  of  the  goods,  claimed  not  to 
have  read,  Baron  Bbamwel  said :  "  It  would  bo  absurd  to 
say  that  the  document  which  is  partly  in  writing  and  partly 
in  print,  and  which  was  filled  up,  signed  and  made  sensible 
by  the  plaintiff,  was  not  binding  upon  him.  A  person  who 
signs  a  paper  like  this,  must  know  that  he  signs  it  for  some 
purpose,  and  when  ho  gives  it  to  the  company,  must  under- 
stand that  it  is  to  regulate  the  rights  which  it  explains.*' 

I  cannot  refrain  from  observing  here,  that  the  business  in 
which  the  defendant  is  engaged,  of  transmitting  ideas  only, 
from  one  point  to  another  by  means  of  electricity  operating 
upon  an  extended  and  insulated  wire,  and  giving  them 
expression  at  the  remote  point  of  delivery  by  certain  mechan- 
ical sounds,  or  by  marks  or  signs  indented,  which  represent 
words  or  single  letters  of  the  alphabet,  is  so  radically  and 
essentially  different,  not  only  in  its  nature  and  character,  but 
in  all  its  methods  and  agencies,  from  the  business  of  trans- 
porting merchandise  and  material  substances  from  place  to 
place,  by  common  carriers,  that  the  peculiar  and  stringent 
rules,  by  which  the  latter  is  controlled  and  regulated,  can 
have  very  little  just  and  proper  application  to  the  former ; 
and  all  attempts  heretofore  made  by  courts  to  subject  the 
two  kinds  of  business  to  the  same  legal  rules  and  liabilities 
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will,  in  my  judgment,  sooner  or  later,  have  to  be  abandoned, 
as  cinmsj  and  indiscriminating  efforts  and  contrivances  to 
assimilate  things  which  have  no  natural  relation  or  af&nitj 
whatever,  and  at  best  but  a  loose  or  mere  fanciful  resem- 
blance. The  bearer  of  written  or  printed  documents  ana 
messages,  from  one  to  another,  if  such  was  his  business  or 
employment,  might  very  properly  be  called  and  held  a  com- 
mon c-arrier,  while  it  would  be  little  short  of  an  absurdity  to 
give  that  designation  or  character  to  the  bearer  of  mere  ver- 
bal messages  delivered  to  him  by  mere  signs  or  speech,  to  be 
communicated  in  like  manner.  The  former  would  have  some- 
thing which  is  or  might  be  the  subject  of  property,  capable 
of  being  lost,  stolen  and  wrongfully  appropriated;  while  the 
latter  would  have  nothing  in  the  nature  of  property  which 
could  be  converted  or  detstroyed,  or  form  the  subject  of  lar- 
ceny, or  of  tortious  caption  and  appropriation,  even  by  the 
"khig's  enemies."  But  even  if  the  defendant  is  held  to  be 
an  ordinary  common  carrier,  it  had  the  right  to  limit  its  lia- 
bility by  express  contract,  as  is  now  well  settled.  {Biasell 
'  agi  New  York  Centred  Railroad  Company^  25  N.  Y.  442 ; 
Dorr  agt,  N.  J.  Steam  Navigation  Company^  1  Kern.  485.) 

In  MacAndrew  agt.  Tlie  Electric  Telegraph  Company  (17 
(km,,  B.  3;  S^  E.  C.  L.  J?,),  it  was  held  that  a  mere  regula- 
tion of  the  corporation,  similar  to  the  one  here  in  question, 
was  a  reasonablo  regulation  under  the  act  16  and  17  Vic- 
toria, and  shielded  the  corporation  from  liability  for  the  mis- 
take of  sending  the  message  to  Southampton  instead  of  Hull ; 
and  so  in  Gamp  agt.  Tlue  Western  Union  Telegraph  Com- 
pony  (1  Metcalfe^  Ky.  164),  it  was  held  that  a  printed  notice 
similar  to  the  conditions  here,  not  in  the  form  of  an  agree-* 
ment,  was  a  reasonable  regulation  on  behalf  of  tho  company, 
and  binding  upon  the  person  deUvering  the  message  to  be 
transmitted.  Our  statute  providing  "  for  the  incorporation 
and  regulation  of  telegraph  companies  "  {Sess,  Laics  of  1848, 
dap.  265,  §11)»  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  ownei;  of  any  tele- 
graph lino  doing  business  within  this  state,  to  receivo  dis- 
patches, and  on  payment  of  their  usual  charges  for  trans- 
mitting diEfpatches, ''  as  established  by  the  rules  and  regula- 
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tions  of  such  telegraph  line,  to  transmit  the  same  with 
impartiality  and  good  faith/*  under  a  certain  prescribed 
pen<Jty.  Thus  the  statute,  it  will  be  seen,  recognizes  the 
right  of  the  owners  of  these  lines  of  communication,  to 
*^  establish  rules  and  regulations  '*  for  the  transmission  of 
communications,  delivered  to  be  forwarded,  in  nearly  the 
same  terms  as  the  act  of  IG  and  17  Victoria.  The  legisla- 
ture obviously  never  intended  that  these  corporations,  or 
persons  engaged  in  this  novel,  interesting  and  extraordinary 
business,  should  be  placed  upon  the  same  footing  in  respect 
to  liabiKty  with  ordinary  carriers  of  goods. 

There  is  no  question  hero  of  gross  negligence,  against 
which  the  defendant  cotdd  not,  as  carrier  even,  shield  him- 
self  by  contract.  The  case  states  that  the  message  was  duly 
transmitted  from  the  office  at  Palmyra,  as  written  and  de- 
livered, "but  by  error  of  some  of  defendant's  operators 
working  between  Palmyra  and  -New  York,  the  precise  cause 
of  Tthich  is  imknown,*'  it  was  received  in  New  York  and  de- 
livered as  an  order  to  purchase  $7,000  in  gold  instead  of 
$700,  according  to  the  message  deUvercd  and  duly  transmit- 
ted at  Palmyra.  In  view  of  tho  nature  of  this  business,  and 
of  tho  peculiarly  delicate  and  subtle  agencies  and  forces 
employed  in  carrying  it  on,  it  is  impossible  for  the  court  to 
say,  from  the  statement,  that  tho  error  complained  of  was 
the  result  of  any  negUgence  or  inattention  whatever  on  the 
part  of  the  agents  employed  by  the  defendant.  For  aught 
we  can  see  it  may  have  been  produced  by  causes  over  which 
no  person  had  any  control.  And  these  considerations  show- 
most  forcibly  the  importance  and  necessity  of  allowing  those 
carr}dng  on  this  business  tho  right  to  make  rules  and  regu- 
lations and  contracts,  limiting  and  controUing,  to  a  reason- 
able extent,  tho  grounds  and  measure  of  their  liabiUty. 

For  tho  foregoing  reasons,  I  am  of  tho  opinion  that  the 
facts  stated  in  the  caso  made  do  not  entitlo  tho  plaintiffs  to 
any  recovery^  The  defendant  must,  therefore,  havo  judg- 
ment for  its  costs. 

Judgment  accordingly. 
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NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAa 
Keltt  and  others  agt.  Yebbt. 

A  wtiee  acnrod  upon  a  judgment  dobtor  to  appear  before  a  referee  to  answer  in 
mpplemcctary  proceedings,  which  omifai  to  state  the  ptoct  at  which  he  is  to 
attend,  ia  fatally  defedite. 

• 

Special  Term,  May,  1866- 

Before  Hon.  A.  CAJXDezo,  Judge. 

This  was  a  motion  calling  npon  the  defendant,  the  judg- 
ment debtor,  to  show  cause  why  he  sliould  not  bo  punished 
for  his  misconduct  in  disobeying  the  order  served  upon  him 
"by  failing  to  appear  before  B.  J.  Cumming,  Esq.,  tlie 
leferee,  at  the  time  and  place  in  said  order  required,**  as  for 
a  contempt  of  said  court. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  defendant  had  been  served  with 
a  copy  of  the  order,  and  that  the  time  at  which  ho  was  to 
attend  before  the  referee  was  properly  inserted,  but  no  place 
was  mentioned  at  which  he  was  to  attend ;  and  this,  it  was 
contended,  was  fatal  to  the  motion. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  then  argued  that  on  the  day  men- 
tioned in  the  order,  in  consequence  of  the  defendant  not 
appealing,  the  referee  adjourned  the  meeting  to  a  future 
day,  and  that  the  defendant  was  informed  thereof,  and  of 
tite  place  at  which  he  was  to  attend ;  and  that,  therefore,  he 
could  not  be  prejudiced  by  the  omission  of  the  place  in  the 
order. 

It  was  held  by  the  court  that  the  order  itself  being  bad, 
for  the  reason  assigned,  the  giving  the  notice  could  not 
lemedy  the  defect. 

In  fact,  thero  being  no  place  stated  in  the  order,  there 
conld  be  no  meeting ;  and  thero  being  no  meeting,  it  cotdd 
not  be  adjourned. 

The  court  denied  the  motion. 

Thomas  G.  Bitch,  counsel  far  plaintiff. 
Thomas  Bisgood,  counsel  for  defendant. 
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JUSTICES'  COURT. 

Thomas  FLEiONa,  landlord  agt.  A.  B.  Cherby,  tenant,  and 

jAins  Sayebs,  sub-tenant. 

New  York  District  Courts  Third  District, 

Hon.  "William  E.  Smith,  Jr.,  Justice. 

This  was  a  summary  proceeding  under  the  statute  before 
the  justice  and  a  jury,  to  romoYO  the  tenant  and  sub-tenant 
for  holding  over  after  the  expiration  of  the  term.  Jane 
Sayers,  the  sub-tenant,  occupied  the  premises  which  are 
located  at  No.  9  Carmine  street,  as  a  hardv^are  and  stove 
store,  under  a  lease  from  the  tenant,  which  expired  the  1st 
day  ;of  May,  and  she  put  in  a  counter  affidavit  setting  forth, 
that  she  retained  possession  of  the  premises  under  and  by 
virtue  of  a  lease  from  Thomas  Fleming,  the  landlord,  for  one 
year,  from  the  1st  day  of  May,  1866,  at  the  rent  of  $1,000  per 
annum.  It  appearing  upon  the  trial  that  the  lease  was  not 
in  '^mting,  the  Court  refused  to  admit  evidence  to  prove  such 
agreement,  holding  that  since  the  act  of  congress  directing 
that  a  revenue  stamp  should  be  affixed  to  leases  and  eon- 
tracts,  all  verbal  leases  and  contracts  were  necessarily  void, 
and  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  land* 
lord. 

IVIr.  PiiENncE,/or  landlord. ' 

Culver,  Carpenter  &  De  OAXP./ar  tena/nt 


-♦♦♦- 


ERRATA. 

In  Uie  matter  of  Adrian  Janes,  SO  Hjw.  Pr.  Rep,,  416,  page  44Q,  tho  word  "  an  ** 
in  left  out  in  lino  seven  from  top  of  tho  pago,  between  tho  words  "of"  and  "  afC- 
dayit."  Ta^o  449,  in  lino  tlirco  from  tho  bottom  of  tho  page,  tho  word  "  tho," 
bcforo  person,  should  havo  been  "  oaid.*'  Pago  450,  in  lino  Bovcntecn  from  tho 
top  of  tlio  page,  tho  word  "found"  should  havo  been  "founded."  Page  453, 
lino  fourteen  from  tho  bottom,  tho  word  "  require  "  should  havo  been  "  obtain. 
Pago  432,  lino  twelve  from  top,  tho  words  "Ch.  Pr."  should  havo  been  "Cr.  Tr., 
Pago  43^1,  lino  four  from  tho  bottom,  tho  word  "provisions"  should  havo  been 
"  provision." 

Wo  hope  that  hereafter,  imdcr  our  now  arrangements  for  printing,  such  orrors 
as  the  above,  or  any  material  errors  in  this  work  will  bo  avoided.  Rep. 
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SUFBEME  COUET. 

JiXES  y.  H.  WrrEECK  agt.  Saiotel  Schuyleb  and  Benja- 

ION  Akin. 

A  deKToy  of  a  inmk  of  dothing  to  the  captain  of  the  defencUmta'  boftt,  renden 
the  defendania,  aa  common  camera,  liable  for  ita  loaa,  although  the  captain 
VM  not  the  ffenerai  agent  of  the  defendanta  for  recelTing  freight,  &c.,  for  trana- 
parUtion.  Th«  captain  was  acting  within  the  acope  of  the  cgppartnt  auOiorUy 
of  Agent,  which  the'prindpala  aUowed  him  to  aaanme. 

Many  G^eneral  Term,  September^  1865. 

Brfare  HoGEBOOM,  Milleb  and  Ingalls,  Justices. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment,  entered  upon  the 
report  of  a  referee  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  for  $217.84. 

The  action  is  brought  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defend- 
ants,  as  common  carriers,  to  recover  the  value  of  a  quantity 
of  clothing  taken  from  a  trunk  of  the  plaintiff  while  upon 
the  defendants'  boat,  on  a  passage  from  Albany  to  New 
York 

The  referee  finds,  in  substance,  that  the  boat  was  run  by 
the  defendants  for  the  transportation  of  freight,  &c.,  from 
Albany  to  New  YorL  That  the  trunk,  with  its  contents, 
was  placed  upon  said  boat,  for  transportation  to  New  York, 
and  delivered  to  the  defendants  at  Albany,  by.  delivering  the 
same  to  Henry  Acker,  the  captain  of  the  boat,  who  received 
the  same.  That  the  defendants  kept  an  agent  at  Albany, 
whose  busiixess  it  was  to  make  contracts  for  the  receipt  and 
deliveiy  of  freight,  and  other  agents  to  tally  freight  and 
attend  to  the  delivery  thereol 

That  the  duty  of  the  captain  was  to  navigate  the  vessel, 
and  nothing  else.  That  the  plaintiff,  on  several  previous 
occasions,  sent  articles  to  New  York  upon  the  boat,  and 
ge&erally  made  the  arrangement  for  the  transportation  with 
Captain  Acker,  cmd  'paid  the  charges  for  the  artides  to  the 
dejendaTds. 

That  the  plaintiff  had  no  knowledge  or  notice  that  the  cap- 
tain's duties  were  confined  to  navigating  the  boat.  That  on 
V01-.  XXXL  7 
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the  airiyal  of  the  boat  in  New  York,  the  tnuik  was  found  to 
have  been  broken  open  and  its  contents,  to  the  value  of  $60, 
taken  therefrom.  The  plaintiff  offered  to  pay  the  charges 
for  transportation,  as  agreed  with  the  captain,  which  was 
refused.  The  referee  reported  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
a  judgment  was  accordinglj  entered  for  $217.84,'  and  th» 
defendants  appeal  therefrom. 

lai  SHAFEB,/or  appellants. 

C.  B.  Cochrane, /or  respondent 

By  the  Court,  Ingalls,  J.  The  liability  of  the  defendants, 
is  resisted  on  the  sole  ground,  that  the  trunk  was  not  deliv- 
ered to  the  agent  of  the  defendants,  authorised  to  receive 
the  same.  That  the  delivery  to  the  captain,  was  not  a  deliv- 
eiy  to  the  defendants,  and,  therefore,  they  were  not  liable. 
The  referee  finds,  that  the  only  duty  of  the  captain  was  to 
.navigate  the  boat,  and  other  agents  were  appointed  to 
receive  and  deliver  freight,  and  receive  the  pay  therefor. 

It  does  not  appear  that  either  the  plaintiff  or  his  father^ 
knew  of  that  arrangement,  nor  that  they  had  any  knowledge^ 
or  notice,  that  the  captain  was  not  authorized  to  receive  the 
trunk.  WUbecIc  Jiady  on  several  occasions^  sent  artides  by  the 
oaptairif  and  paid  tlve  defendards  therefor.  The  captain  was- 
in  attendance  upon  the  boat,  assumed  to  receive  the  articles, 
for  transportation,  and  did  not  notify  the  plaintiff  or  his 
father,  that  ho  was  not  authorized  to  receive  the  same. 
From  these  facts  it  would  seem,  that  it  might  be  implied, 
that  the  captain  was  authorized  to  receive  the  trunk,  and  the 
defendants  thereby  rendered  liable  for  the  loss. 

In  Bridenbeckcr  agt.  Lowd  (32  Barb.  18),  Allen,  J., 
remarks :  "  A  general  agency  is,  therefore,  constituted,  not 
by  the  authority  which  the  agent  actually  receives  from  his 
principal,  but  that  which  the  latter  allows  the  agent  to 
assume."  {Dunning  agt  Boberis,  35  Barb.  467 ;  Bows  agt. 
Greene,  16  Barb.  77 ;  Pate;/  on  Agency,  p.  296.)  "  To  charge 
a  carrier  with  the  receipt  of  goods  to  be  conveyed,  it  is  suffi- 
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eieat  to  show  a  ddireiy  to  his  serraat  nsoally  employed  in 
that  busmess." 

This  is  justy  as  the  principal  has  tho  selection  and  control 
of  his  agent,  and  should  be  responsible  for  his  acts  perfonned 
within  the  scope  of  the  apparent  authority  which  the  princi- 
pal  allows  him  to  assume.  The  fact  that  the  defendants 
received  compensation  from  Witbeck  on  several  occasions  foi 
goods  sinularly  shipped,  is  stoong  evidence  of  the  recognitioD 
of  the  authority  of  the  captain  thus  to  act.  The  counsel  fin 
the  appellants  relies  upon  the  case  Blcmchard  agi  Jboujm 
(3  Barb.  388).  That  case  is  quite  distinguishable  from  the 
one  at  bar.  In  that  case  the  coat  vras  delivered  to  the  driver 
of  a  stage  coach,  where  the  business  was  merely  the  trans- 
p(«t8ti0nof  passengers  with  their  baggage,  and  the  party 
who  delivered  the  coat  was  not  a  passenger,  and  was  informed 
by  tibe  driver  that  he  could  not  enter  it  upon  the  way  biU,  but 
'  would  deliver  it  to  the  nest  agent  at  SchuyleryiUe,  and  with 
a  knowledge  of  these  facts  the  coat  was  delivered  properly 
at  the  risk  of  tixe  owner.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  transporta- 
ticm  of  goods  and  merchandize  was  the  regular  business  of 
the  defendants,  and  no  information  was  given  to  Witbeck 
that  the  captain  was  not  .the  proper  person  to  receive  the 
ixwak.  He  was  then  in  charge,  and  assumed  to  act,  and 
Witbeck  reasonably  concluded  that  he  was  the  proper  person 
to  treat  with  {Langworthy  agt.  N.  Y.  dk  H.  B.  B.  C(k  2  K 
D.  Smith  195).  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  judg- 
ment should  be  a£Srmed  with  costs. 


-••m 


SUPREME  COXJET. 
br  THE  Matteb  of  Begulating  and  GsADmo  Eightibcb 

SIBEET,  BETWEEN  FiFTH  AVENUE  AND  THE  EaST  ETVEB 

Hben  ft  motion  is  mado  under  tho  act  of  1858  to  Tacate  an  aasessment  for 
Tegnlating  and  grading  a  street  in  tho  city  of  New  York,  on  the  gronn^  of 
ixOusion  and  fraud  between  tho  street  commiiwioner  and  the  oontractor,  in 
atrardin^  tho  ccntract  to  the  seeming  lowest  bidder,  when  he  was  in  Ibet  nettly 
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the  highest  bidder:  The  qnestioii  la  not  whether  the  ooort  are inolxnod to 
beliero  or  eoapect,  or  whether  it  in  probable  a  fraud  hae  boon  oommittod  or 
maj  hare  boon  committed,  but  aro  the  parties  proved  guHty  by  the  evidence  f 

Whero  the  street  commissionor  is  not  shown  to  have  had  any  cenoort  with  the 
contractor,  nor  is  the  contract  shown  to  have  been  procured  by  fraud,  thc 
assoBsmont  under  tho  contract  cannot  bo  disturbed  on  that  ground. 

The  potioer  of  ike  legislature  to  pass  an  act  (as  they  did  in  this  case  in  1801,) 
confirming  such  contract,  and  authorizing  tho  assessment,  and  requiring  the 
olty  to 'pay  the  contractor  tho  money  due  upon  tho  contract  maybe  autho- 
riSEod  by  some  lato  decisions  of  tho  court  of  appeals,  but  it  is  very  doubtfvi 
legislation,  as  it  respects  the  proper  application  and  effect  of  tho  laws  of 
municipal  corporations. 


The  potition  of  Anthony  S.  Hope  shows  that  an  ordinance 
of  the  common  coimcil  of  the  city  of  New  York  was  passed 
ixi  this  matter  Jnne  14, 1856,  by  which  ''  Eightieth  street, 
between  Fifth  avenue  and  tho  East  river  be  regulated  and 
graded,  under  such  directions  as  shall  be  given  by  the  street 
commissioner,  who  may  appoint  an  inspector  thereon,  and 
one  of  the  city  surveyors ;"  that  for  the  more  speedy  execu- 
tion of  the  ordinance  the  work  be  done  at  the  expense  of  the 
common  council,  on  account  of  the  persons  respectively  upon 
whom  the  same  might  be  assessed ;  that  Charles  McNeill, 
Jacob  F.  Oakley  and  William  Dooley  were  appointed 
assessors  to  make  a  just  and  equitable  assessment  of  tho 
expense  among  the  property  owners  to  be  benefited.  That 
on  or  about  the  26th  of  July,  1856,  Joseph  E.  Taylor,  who 
was  then  street  commissioner,  gave  public  notice,  inviting 
estimates,  bids,  or  proposals  for  tho  work  to  be  done,  stating 
that  the  same  would  be  publicly  opened  on  the  6th  of 
August,  1856,  at  the  office  of  the  street  commissioner. 

That  such  notice  was  given  imder  and  in  consequence 
of  certain  provisions  of  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  the 
state  of  New  York,  passed  April  12, 1853,  entitled  "  an  act 
farther  to  amend  the  charter  of  the  city  of  New  York,"  bv 
which  it  waa,  among  other  things,  provided  as  follows  : 

*'  §  10.  No  additional  allowance  beyond  the  legal  claim, 
under  any  contract  with  the  corporation,  or  for  any  service 
on  its  account,  or  in  its  employment,  shall  ever  be  allowed.*' 

^^  §  12.  All  work  to  be  done,  and  all  supplies  ^  to  bo 
fbmijBhed  for  the  corporation,  involving  an  exp^diture  of 
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more  than  two  himdred  and  fifty  dollars,  shall  be  by  contraot, 
founded  on  sealed  bids  or  on  prososals,  made  in  complianieo 
wiih  pnblio  notice  for  the  fall  period  of  ten  days,  and  aU 
such  contracts,  when  given,  shall  be  given  to  the  lowest 
bidder,  with  adequate  security :  all  such  bids  or  proposals 
shall  be  opened  by  the  heads  of  departments  advertising  for 
them,  in  the  presence  of  the  comptroller  and  such  of  the 
parties  miJdng  them  as  may  desire  to  be  present." 

That,  as  a  basis  for  bids  or  proposals  for  the  said  vraik, 
ike  said  street  commissioner,  with  the  said  notice,  did  cause 
to  be  stated  an  estimate  of  the  probable  amoimt  of  work 
necessary  in  the  performance  of  the  improvement  so  provided 
for,  as  follows : 

'^The  following  is  an  estimate  of  the  probable  amount  of 
work  to  be  done,  viz  :  20,000  cubic  yards  of  rock  to  exca- 
vate and  fill  or  remove;  8,000  cubic  yards  of  earth  to 
excavate  fiU  or  remove ;  150  running  feet  of  culverts ;  excess 
of  excavations  over  filling,  9,000  cubic  yards." 

That  proposals  were  received  by  the  said  street  commis- 
sioner for  the  said  work,  as  follows : 

Earth  Excavation,       Bock  do.,  per       Culyerts, 
per  cabio  yard.  cubic  yard.       mining  feet 

'    Michael  Waters, $0  25  $1  00  $0  25 

CCEllis, 19  85  2  25 

John  Gallagher, 11  79  175 

Cornelius  Smith, 27  109  2  00 

Thomas  Brady, 10  91  2  00 

John  Callahan, 31  1  24  3  00 

John  Kinsley, 20  110  ^00 

John  Pettigrew,  ....  15  79  1  00 

John  Slattery, 100  00  2  00 

Charles  Devlin, 26  89  90 

The  petition  also  states,  that  at  the  time  the  said  proposals 
were  so  tendered,  the  said  John  Slattery  was  engaged  in  the 
performance  of  a  certain  other  contract,  made  July  8^ 
1854,  with  the  said  corporation,  for  grading  and  regulating 
Seventy-ninth  street  (the  street  next  below  Eightieth  street), 
from  IPiSlOi  avenue  to  the  East  river,  under  direction  of  &e 
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BBid  street  commissioner,  that  the  character  of  fho  soil* 
surface,  formation  and  material  of  the  land  of  SeTentj-ninth 
and  Eightieth  streets,  between  Fifth  avenue  and  the  East 
river,  were  very  similar,  and  that  the  quantity  of  rock  exca- 
vation necessary  in  so*  grading  Eightieth  street  bore  but  a 
small  proportion  to  the  necessary  earth  excavation. 

That  the  bid  of  said  Slattery  for  said  Seventy-mnih 
street  contract  stated  as  prices  as  follows :  for  earth  excava- 
tion.  per  cubic  yard,  twenly  cents,  instead  of  one  dollar,  and 
for  rock  excavation,  on  tho  other  hand,  one  dollar  and  fifty 
cents  per  cubic  yard. 

ThsA  proposals  were  handed  in  to  the  street  commissioner 
for  the  work  to  be  done  on  Eightieth  street  at  the  amounts 
of  their  respective  bids  on  the  estimated  quantities — ^tho 
aggregate  bids  of  the  respective  parties  were  as  foUows : 

1.  John  Slattery, $8,300  00 

2.  John  Gallagher,. 16,942  00 

.   3.  John  Pettigrew, 17,150  00 

4  a  C.  Ellis, 18,857  00 

5.  Thomas  Brady, , 19,300  00 

6-  Charles  Devlin, 20,015  00 

7.  Michael  Waters, 22,037  50 

8.  John  Kinsley, 23,900  00 

9.  Cornelius  Smith, 24,260  00 

10.  John  Callaghan 27,730  00 

That  said  contract  was,  thereupon,  by  the  street  commis- 
sioner awarded  to  said  Slattery,  as  being  the  lowest  bidder. 
And  on  his  report  that  Slattery  was  the  lowest  bidder,  such 
contract  was  confirmed  by  the  common  council  September 
8, 1856. 

The  petition  then  goes  on  to  state,  that  thereafter,  to  wit, 
on  or  about  December  16, 1859,  the  said  John  Slattery  pro* 
cured  to  be  made  thQ  certificate  of  one  John  T.  Dodge,  city 
surveyor,  stating  that  under  said  contract  he,  said  John  Slai- 
teiy,  had  performed  work  as  follows : 

Excavating  8,886  cubic  yards  of  rocL 
"  33,633  cubic  yards  of  earth. 

84  feet  culvert, 
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makixig  the  som  claimed  by  the  said  John  Slatteiy,  to  be 
doe  him  for  the  said  work,  $33,801,  or  more  than  four  times 
the  amount  of  the  proposal,  upon  which  was  awarded  to  him 
the  said  contract,  and  upon  the  said  certificate,  an  assess- 
ment for  the  said  $33,801,  together  with  other  charges,  as 
foOows: 

Snnreying $808  79 

Inspecting 310  00 

Adyertising. 100  00 

AfflWtfdng 733  39 

Collecting 916  74 

amomiting  in  all,  to  $36,669  92  was  made  up,  imposing  upon 
the  premises  of  your  petitioner,  the  amount  of  nine  hundred 
and  fifty-two  dollars,  no  notice  being  taken  or  allowance 
made  in  assessing  said  premises  of  the  said  former  assess* 
ment  for  the  same  purpose. 

That  the  said  assessment,  as  so  imposed,  was  duly  con- 
finned  on  July  1, 1861 ;  and  that  the  same  now  appears  as 
a  charge  and  lien  imposed  upon  premises  of  your  petitioner, 
hereinafter  particularly  set  forth,  and  a  demand  has  been 
made  upon  him  for  the'amounts  so  imposed  upon  his  said 
premises. 

That  in  the  aforesaid  proceedings  relative  to  the  said 
assessment^  there  was  fraud  in  the  aforesaid  collusion  and 
improper  practice  by  which  the  said  contract  was  obtained, 
and  that  as  well  the  said  contract  was  and  is  absolutely  void 
and  of  no  effect,  for  the  reason  that  the  same  was  not 
awarded  to  the  lowest.bidder  with  adequate  security,  thereby 
absolutely  vitiating  and  making  legally  irregular  and  void 
Uie  said  assessment  and  all  proceedings  in  respect  thereto. 

That  the  prices  for  the  work  so  certified  to  have  been  done 
wofold  have  been  on  the  bids  of  the  following  persons,  as 
fellows: 

John  Gallagher $10,866  57 

Thomas  Brady 11,617  59 

John  Pettigrew 12,148  89 

C.  C.  EDis 14,132  37 

John  Ensley 16,640  60 
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CJharles  Devlm 16,728  72 

Michael  Waters 17,315  26 

Cornelius  Smith 18,934  65 

John  Callaghan 21,696  87 

John  Slattery f. .  33,801  00 

so  that  the  said  contract  was,  instead  of  being  awarded  to 
the  lowest  bidder,  with  adequate  security,  awarded  to  the 
highest  of  ten  bidders. 

And  your  petitioner  further  says,  that  the  certificate  fam- 
ished by  the  said  Slattery  of  Williani  Glieson,  the  insI)ector 
upon  the  said  work,  upon  which  to  make  the  said  assessment, 
states  that  the  said  wor^  was  finished  on  December  24, 1859, 
but  that  before  December  7, 1857,  the  said  the  mayor,  alder- 
men and  commonalty,  in  a  communication  submitted  to  them 
by  the  then  street  commissioner,  on  the  report  of  one  Daniel 
Ewen,  city  surveyor,  were  notified  of  the  aforesaid  invalidity 
of  said  contract,  and  as  appears  by  said  report,  said  John 
Slattery  had  been  theretofore  notified  that  his  said  contract 
was  not  recognized  as  valid  by  the  street  department,  and 
pavment  thereon  was  refused ;  and  that  the  said  the  mayor, 
aldermen  and  commonalty,  had  been  at  various  times,  and 
before  payments  were  made  to  said  Slattery  on  account  of 
said  contract,  notified  of  and  well  knew  the  matters  aforesaid ; 
and  that  your  petitioner  had  well  supposed  and  beHeved, 
that  all  proceedings  in  respect  to  said  assessment  and  con- 
tract were  at  an  end,  and  paid  no  further  attention  to  the 
matter,  and  leas  in  ignorance  of  any  further  proceedings  in 
reference  thereto,  till  bills  for  the  amount,  so  claimed  against 
him,  were  made  out  against  him  and  said  amount  demanded 
from  him. 

Upon  the  petition  and  notice  of  motion,  an  order  waa 
made  on  the  8th  of  October,  1864,  referring  the  matter  to 
John  V.  W.  Doty,  Esq.,  as  referee,  to  take  the  evidence  and 
report  the  same  to  the  court.  On  the  31st  of  March,  1865, 
the  referee  made  his  report  to  the  court.  The  evidence  con- 
sisted of  all  the  records  and  papers  in  the  street  department, 
relating  to  this  matter,  being  introduced  and  proved  before 
the  referee,  by  the  employees  and  clerks  of  that  department. 
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llie  petitioner's  counsel  produces  and  offers  in  evidence 
the  assessment  list  or  roll  in  this  matter,  with  the  dociunents 
compriEing  the  same,  .and  reads  therefrom  the  various 
indorsements  and  certificates  on  the  back,  the  ordinance, 
tho  certificate  of  M.  Lovelly  deputy  street  commissioner,  ar» 
to  the  work,  &c.,  the  general  portions  or  passages  of  tho 
assessment  list,  and  tho  passages  referring  to  the  lots  in 
question. 

The  petitioner's  counsel  also  produces  and  offers  in  evi- 
dence ihe  assessment  list  or  roll,  in  tho  matter  of  regulating 
and  grading  Seventy-ninth  street,  from  the  Fifth  avenue  to 
tho  East  river,  with  the  documents  comprising  the  same,  and 
reads  there&om  certificate  of  M.  Lovell,  deputy  street  com- 
missioner, as  to  the  work,  &c.,  and  from  the  list  the  conclud- 
ing passages,  stating  the  amount  of  work  Copies  are  here- 
unto annexed,  marked  "H,"  which  may  be  read  in  tho  place 
of  the  originals. 

Anthony  S.  Hope,  being  duly  sworn,  testifies :  I  am  the 
petitioner.;  the  lots  described  in  the  petition  are  possessed 
and  owned  by  me ;  they  were  conveyed  to  me  through  the 
deeds  which  I  produce.  The  deeds  were  then  produced, 
proved  and  numbered.    The  evidence  was  then  closed. 

In  April,  1861,  an  act  of  the  legislature  was  passed  in  this 
matter,  as  follows : 
''An  act  to  confirm  and  legalize  a  certain  contract  made 

with  John  Slatery,  for  regulating  and  grading  Eightieth 

Btroet,  in  the  city  of  New  York. 

"Passed  April  15, 1861,  three-fifths  being  present. 

"  The  people  of  tlie  state  of  New  York,  represented  in  senate 
and  assemliyf  do  enact  as  follows  : 

"  §  1.  The  contract  made  with  John  Slatery  for  regulating 
and  grading  Eightieth  street,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  from 
Fifth  avenue  to  the  East  river,  bearing  date  September  fif- 
teenth, eighteen  himdred  and  fifty-sis,  is  hereby  confirmed 
and  declared  to  be  valid  and  in  full  force  and  effect. 

"  §  2.  The  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the  city  oi 
New  York,  are  hereby  authorized  to  levy  an  assessment  on 
fte  property  benefited  by  said  regulating  and  grading  of 
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Eightieth  street^  from  Fifth  avenae  to  the  East  ziTer,  to  the 
extent  of  reimbmsing  the  said  major,  aldennen  and  com* 
monaltjr,  any  amount  of  moneys  paid  nnder  this  act  and  the 
said  contract  with  John  Slateiy. 

*'  §  3.  The  comptroller  of  the  city  of  New  York,  is  hereby 
authorized  and  required  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  money 
legally  due,  to  said  John  Slateiy,  upon  said  contract,  and  to 
draw  his  warrant  for  the  same." 

Man  &  Pabsons,  attormeys^  and 

John  E.  Pabsons,  counsd  for  pMtioner. 

I.  The  contractor  Slattery,  and  Joseph  S.  Taylor,  the 
street  commissioner,  conspired,  by  the  contract  of  Slattery 
with  the  corporation,  and  by  the  proposals  on  which  it  waft 
based,  to  defraud. 

1.  Before  the  proposals  were  issued  Slatteiy  had  con- 
tracted for  and  was  engaged  in  regulating  and  grading 
Seventy-ninth  street — also  from  Fifth  avenue  to  the  East 
river. 

The  probable  proportionate  amount  of  rock  and  earth 
excavation  was  the  same  for  Eightieth  street  as  for  Seventy- 
ninth  street.  ( Vide  Dardd  EwerCa  report  of  December  7, 1857, 
to  the  street  commiasuniLer ;  by  Mm  reported  to  thte  commxm 
covnctZ.) 

Slattery  knew  this,  for  he  had  done  the  work,  and  Taylor 
knew  it  necessarily  from  Slattery's  returns  to  him.  This 
proportion  is  sufficientiy  proved  by  Mr.  Ewen*s  language : 
*'  shows  no  rock,  but  is  all  earth." 

The  parties  knowing  this,  the  proposals  for  Eightieth 
street  state  the  estimated  quantities  which  are  intended  to 
guide  contractors  in  making  their  bids  at  rock  excavation, 
20,000  yards;  earth  excavation,  8,000  yaids.  {Vide  tlu 
notice  to  contractors  signed. by  Taylor,  dated  Jdy  26, 1856.) 

Slatteiy,  conforming  his  bid  to  the  concerted  airangement^ 
offers  to  do  rock  excavation  for,  per  cubic  yard,  00 1  earth 
excavation  for,  per  cubic  yard,  $1.00 1 

It  being  worth  about  seventy  cents  a  yard  for  rock,  and 
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twezkfy  cents  for  earth  excavation  {Vide  Mr.  EtoeiCa  aame 
fepori)y  and  Slatteiy  and  the  street  commissioner  knowing 
tliis,  knew  that  on  these  estimated  quantities  every  honest 
proposal  wotdd  make  an  aggregate  price  much  beyond 
Slatteij'Sy  though  on  the  true  quantities  as  they  afterwards 
tamed  out,  and  at  the  time  were  known  to  Slattery  and 
Taylor,  vastly  below  his :  while  on  the  other  hand,  Slattery, 
bymaking  his  proposal  at  on©  doUar  a  yard  for  earth  and 
DotliiBg  for  rock  excavation  on  the  estimated  quantities, 
vould,  though  on  the  true  quantities  vastiy  the  highest, 
seem  to  be  the  lowest  bidder,  and  so  give  Taylor  an  oppor- 
tunity to  award  him  a  contract,  which  would  result  as  shown 
Mow  in  this  case. 

The  true  quantities  proved  to  be  just  as  it  was  known 
they  must  be :  rock  8,886  yards  instead  of  20,000 ;  earth 
33,663  yards  instead  of  8,000.  ( Vide  Mr.  Dodge's  certificate 
with  the  ctssessmeni,  dated  December  16, 1859.) 

To  remove  all  doubt  of  Slattery's  complicity  with  Taylor, 
for  Seventy-ninth  street  his  bid  and  contract  were :  for  rock 
excavation,  per  cubic  yard,  one  dollar  and  fifty  cents ;  for 
earth  excavation,  per  cubic  yard,  forty  cents ;  preserving  a 
proper  proportion,  but  in  Mr.  Ewen's  language :  *'  I  have  no 
hesitation  in  saying  tiiat  these  prices  were  double  the  value 
of  the  work,"  and  indicating  Slattery's  fraud  in  Seventy- 
ninth  street  assessment  for  which  the  corporation  refused 
to  recognize  his  claim  in  that  case  (vide  Mr.  Etoen'a  last 
(!ommtmcaiion)^  and  he  was  subsequentiy  made  to  disgorge 
^7,036.91.  (  Vide  paper  marked  9,  aTidcamptrcUer's  letter  cf 
NooenAer  28, 1862.) 

2.  It  was  therefore  impossible  that  Slattery  should  honestly 
offer  or  Taylor  honestiy  accept  a  proposal  at  one  dollar  for 
earth,  and  nothing  for  rock  excavation. 

When  for  the  same  character  of  work  on  the  next  street, 
Slattery  was  getting  one  dollar  and  fifiy  for  rock  and  forty 
cents  for  earth. 

n.  While  the  charter  for  1853  only  permitted  a  contract 
vith  the  lowest  bidder,  Slattery  was  not  only  not — 

1.  The  lowest  bidder ;  he  was  greatly  the  highest 
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The  work  done  was  of  {vide  Mr.  Dodge's  certificate  b^ore 
referred  to),  rock  excavation,  8,886  yards;  earth  excavation, 
33,633  yards. 

On  these  actual  quantities,  calculating  the  various  bids, 
and  it  will  appear  that  while  Slattery's  bid  reaches  the 
enormous  figure  of  $33,801  00,  the  bids  of  the  following 
were : 

John  Gallagher, $10,866  57 

Thomas  Brady, 11,617  59 

John  Pettigrew, 12,148  89 

As  a  contrast  to  this ;  on  the  fraudulent  estimate,  Slattery's 
bid  was  $8,300,  instead  of  $33,801  00. 

And  the  honest  bids  of  the  above  parties,  (of  course  much 
larger  on  the  estimated  than  on  the  true  items  by  reason  of 
the  20,000  of  pretended  rock  excavation) : 

John  Gallagher, $16,942 

Thomas  Brady, 19,300 

John  Pettigrew, 17,150 

2.  Slattery  and  the  street  commissioner  both  well  knew 
such  would  be  the  case:  his  bid  and  the  proposals  were 
framed  to  bring  about  just  this  result. 

3.  A  fair  price  to  Slattery  for  the  work  done,  would  be  at 
the  rates  above  stated  from  Mr.  Ewen's  report  for  8,886 
yards  of  rock,  at  seventy  cents,  $6,220.20 ;  33,633  yards  of 
earth,  at  t^venty  cents,  $6,726.60.    Total,  $12,946.80,  instead 
of  the  $33,801  Slattery  claims. 

The  effect  of  the  dimimFhed  quantity  of  actual  rock  exca* 
vation,  as  contrasted  with  the  estimated  quantity,  was  to 
make  the  actual  expense  to  Slattery  about  one-third  what 
it  would  have  been,  had  the  actual  excavation  corresponded 
with  the  estimate.  He  has,  therefore,  done  about  one-third 
what  he  proposed,  but  he  claims  for  it  four  times  as 
much. 

Slattery's  bid  on  the  proposed  quantities,  was  $8,300, 
embracing  20,000  yards  of  rock  excavation. 

The  rock  excavation  is  reduced  from  20,000  to  8,886 
yards ;  less  than  half,  and  yet  the  price  increases  with  greatly 
reduced  work  to  $33,801,  four  times  that  proposed. 
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nL  All  ibe  above  facts  and  others,  and  the  deductions 
we  daim,  and  our  charges  of  fraud  are  stated  at  lengthy 
and  80  also  farther  established  by  the  corporation  itsell 

And  this  too  before  Slatterj  was  paid  a  cent,  or  had 
progressed  considerably  with  his  work.  And  the  corporation 
at  the  same  time  notified  Slattery  that  his  contract  was  void 
and  ill^al,  and  directed  him  not  to  proceed.  {Vide  the 
whok  matter  stated  ai  length  in  the  street  commisaicner'a  report 
of  Jwxuaryj  1859,  to  th&  common  cowncU ;  returned  tvith  the 
other  papers  and  printed  tmJth  the  proceedings  </  the  common 
councS.) 

This  operated  as  ample  notice  to  the  corporation  and 
dispensed  with  the  propriety  of  further  notice  from  the 
objectors  who  reUed  upon  the  corporation's  own  formal 
notice. 

IV.  It  is  farther  evident  that  Slattery  knew  of  the 
invalidity  of  his  contract  from  the  fact  that  he  applied  to 
the  legislature  and  procured  the  passage  of  an  act  by  the 
aid  of  which  he  hoped  to  be  more  successfal  in  his  raid  upon 
the  city  treasury  {Lat9s  of  1861,  p.  569). 

By  the  act,  Slattery's  contract  by  section  one,  "  is  hereby 
confirmed,  and  declared  to  be  valid  and  in  full  force  and 
effect" 

Bj  section  two  the  corporation  are  authorized  to  levy  an 
assessment  "  to  the  extent  of  reimbursing  the  mayor,  alder- 
men and  commonalty  any  amount  of  moneys  paid  under 
this  act  and  (on)  the  said  contract." 

1.  The  passage  of  the  act  shows  that  the  contract  was 
recognized  as  invalid  without  legislative  aid. 

2.  It  surely  can  need  no  argument  to  demonstrate  that 
the  legislature  had  no  power  to  impose  upon  the  property 
holders  a  liability  when  none  in  fact  existed. 

Y.  But  the  assessment  does  not  even  follow  the  act,  and 
this  leada  to  a  farther  objection  to  the  assessment. 

The  "moneys  paid"  on  contract  consisted  of  the  sum 
of  $13,477.38x$2,296.77=  $15,774.15.  The  amount  of  the 
assessment  is  $36,699.92,  of  which  $17,036.91  was  an  amount 
of  which  Slattery  had  defrauded  the  corporation  on  his 
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Seventy'iiixiih  street  contract.    ( Vide  siaiemeni  (/-payment^ 
and  le^from  the  comptroller's  qffice.) 

Bj  the  assessment,  the  corporation  seeks  to  compel  the 
innocent  property  holders  who  institute  this  proceeding  to 
refund  an  amount  of  which  this  same  Slatteiy  had  cheated 
it  before  his  Eightieth  street  fraud ;  as  Mr.  Taylor  must 
have  weU  known,  who  yet  gave  the  contract  to  Slattery, 
though  in  his  proposal  for  bids  he  had  published  as  a  blind 
*^no  estimate  will  be  received  from  any  person  who  has 
previously  violated  any  contract  with  this  department.*' 

YI.  Before  stating  our  propositions  of  law,  it  is  well  to 
consider  the  position  of  the  city,  with  respect  to  assessments 
for  improvements,  of  the  character  of  that  in  this  case. 

1.  The  work  is  done  at  the  expense  of  the  property  bene* 
fited,  and  by  the  act  of  April  9, 1 813  {Davtea*  Laws,  p.  527), 
the  expense  is  to  be  collected  from  such  property,  and  then 
applied  to  pay  for  the  work.  No  provision  was  made  for  the 
city  paying  the  contractor,  and  reimbursing  itself  from  the 
collections  on  the  assessment.  (Lake  agt.  The  Trustees  </ 
WiUiamsburghy  4  7?en,,  520 ;  McCvUough  agt  Tlie  Mayor  of 
Brooklyn,  23  Wend.  458).  By  subsequent  provisions  fmd 
acts,  the  corporation  is  permitted  to  anticipate  to  the  con- 
tractor the  -collection  from  the  assessment;  becoming 
thereby  substituted  to  the  right  of  the  contract,  or  if  he  have 
any,  against  the  property  benefited';  but  the  right  of  the 
city  is  never  an  enlargement  of  the  right  of  the  contractor ; 
is  always  limited  to  it.  In  this  case  the  city  occupies  the 
position  of  Slattery,  and  with  reference  to  any  claim  against 
the  property  holders,  has  no  better  or  larger  claim  than  had 
he.  {Davies'  Laws,  p.  567 ;  Laws  of  1824,  p.  39.)  The  peti- 
tioners therefore  say : 

FirsL  The  contract  was  in  fraud  of  their  rights.  Property, 
holders  are  mere  passive  victims  of  corporation  frauds.  The 
most  they  can  do,  though  not  so  reqi^ed,  is  to  give  notice 
of  the  fraud ;  in  this  case,  the  city  was  apprised  of  it  in 
1857.    The  fraud  therefore  vitiates  the  assessment 

Second.  The  contract,  and  all  proceedings  based  upon  it, 
were  also  void,  under  the  charter  of  1853,  as  having  been 
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gmn  to  ibe  highest  instead  of  the  lowest  bidder.  (Brady 
agt  TKe  Mayor,  2  Boeto&rOi,  173 ;  affirmed  20  ^etr  ForiE^  6 
£W^  312.)  All  the  bids  were  in  the  presoribed  fonn,  with 
adequate  security ;  corresponding,  in  eyexy  respect,  to  the 
reqniiemezLts  of  the  ordinance. 

Third.  To  save  the  expense  to  themselyes  and  the- city  of 
nnmezons  suits  or  proceedings,  in  which  th^  city  would  be 
imsaccessfal,  parties  representing  the  larger  part  of  the  assess* 
ment  nnite  in  one  proceeding  applying  for  a  certioraru 

Different  persons  properly  unite  in  the  application.  (In 
(he  maJUer  of  the  Third  avenve  oaseasmeTU,  Ingbahak,  J,) 

Fourth.  Certiorari  is  the  appropriate  proceeding. 

1.  No  relief  can  be  granted  under  the  act  of  April  17, 
1858.  (Laws  of  1858,  p.  574 ;  In  the  matter  of  Dvan&  street, 
Inobahax,  J.;  In  the  mattei'  of  Second  avenue,  Sxjtheblamb^ 
J.;  MBerV  case,  12  Abbott,  121 ;  Horn's  case.  Id.  124.) 

2.  Nor  under  the  act  of  May  7,  1841  (Laws  of  1841,  p, 
143).  The  assessors  have  no  power  to. consider  the  validity 
of  an  assessment.  Their  only  jurisdiction  is  to  make  a  just 
and  equitable  assessment  of  the  aggregate  amount  assessed, 
"  among  the  owners  or  occupants  of  all  the  houses  and  lots 
intended  to  be  benefited  thereby,  in  proportion,  as  nearly 
as  may  be,  to  the  advantage  which  each  shall  be  deemed  to 
acquire."  (Dames*  Laws,  p.  626 ;  Le  Boy  agt.  The  Mayor, 
&c.  (f^New  York,  2tf  Johns.  430.) 

3.  Nor  by  action ;  the  courts  have  uniformly^refused  relief 
by  action,  where  the  record  shows  the  invalidity,  on  the  very 
ground  that  the  proper  remedy  was  by  certiorari.  (Hey^ 
Kood  agt.  CUy  of  Buffalo,  14  N.  Y.  4  Kem.  534 ;  Betts  agt. 
City  of  WtUiamsburgh,  15  Barb.  255 ;  Bouton  agt.  The  city  <f 
BrooJzlyn,  15  Barb.  375 ;  Van  Doren  agt.  27*6  Mayor  of  New 
York,  9  Paige,  388;  Mayor,  &c.  of  Brooklyn  agt.  Messercle, 
26  Wend.  132;  Maoe&g^  The  Trustees  of  Neivburgh,  15  How. 
Pr.  161.) 

Fifth.  The  confirmation  of  the  assessment  was  a  judicial 
act ;  in  this  case  exercised  without  jurisdiction  on  the  part 
of  the  city  or  its  board  of  assessors. 

The  corporation  has  no  power  to  impose  upon  property 
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owners  a  chai^  which  could  not  be  legallj  enfarced  by  the 
party  in  whose  &yor  it  is  imposed.  • 

The  complainants  being  nnmeronsy  the  court  will  not  com- 
pel them  to  indiTidual  actions  for  the  recovery  of  amounts 
illegally  exacted,  but  having  by  a  single  proceeding  the  mat- 
ter and  all  the  parties  before  it,  will  prevent  by  its  action,  a 
multiplicity  of  suits.  (Bouton  agL  The  city  </  BrooUyn^  7 
How.  198 ;  The  People  agt.  TAe  city  of  Brooklyn,  9  Barb.  535 ; 
Betta  agi  The  city  of  WiUiamdmrgh,  15  Id.  255 ;  Lc  Roy  agt. 
jTAc  Mayor y  &c.  of  New  York,  20  John.  430 ;  Starr  agi  The 
Trustees,  dec  cf  Bochester,  6  Wend.  665 ;  Wilson  agt.  Tlte 
Mayor,  dkc.  of  New  York,  1  Abbott,  15.) 

All  the  cases  a£Brm  the  power  of  the  court  to  review  such 
proceedings  by  certiorari,  though  in  some  cases  denying  the 
writ  on  the  ground  of  expediency;  but  it  will  bo  seen  that 
this  case  differs  from  all  those  in  which  the  writ  has  been 
refused  or  quashed.  Those  cases  proceed  upon  the  ground 
that  complete  relief  may  be  had  by  action  to  recover  the 
amount  exacted ;  that  the  relator  has  been  guilty  of  delay ; 
that  an  action  would  confine  the  reUef  to  the  individual  case 
of  the  relator,  while  the  allowance  of  the  writ  would  upset 
the  whole  assessment ;  that  the  proceeding  can  only  remove 
the  record,  and  therefore  confines  the  attention  of  the  court 
to  matters  spread  upon  its  face;  that  in  the  special  case 
before  the  court,  there  was  doubt  whether  the  act  sought  to 
be  reviewed  was  judicial  or  ministerial  The  answer  in  this 
case  to  such  objections  is  complete : 

1.  To  drive  the  parties  to  action  at  law  would  be  oppress- 
ive, entailing  great  expense,  and  making  heavy  costs  against 
the  dty.  They  are  numerous ;  this  is  one  proceeding  pre- 
senting conveniently  what  else  would  only  be  determined  by 
many  costly  actions.  The  relief  on  this  proceeding  is  sum- 
mary—by  action  only  after  protracted  deky.  The  court  has 
full  equitable  jurisdiction,  and  the  prevention  of  a  multipli* 
city  of  suits  is  always  a  ground  of  equitable  interference. 

2.  There  has  been  no  delay.  The  parties  proceed  as  soon 
as  they  are  informed  of  the  assessment,  at  a  less  interval 
from  tiie  information  than  in  the  Third  avenue  case. 
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3.  The  parties  complaimng,  represent  a  large  proportion 
.of  tiie  asseesments ;  which,  being  fraudnlent  and  void,  should 
be  set  aside  as  to  all  affected  by  it 

4.  The  matteis  complained  of,  are  patent  on  the  face  of 
the  record ;  require  no  explanation  or  evidence^  and  by  all 
the  authorities^  the  confirmation  of  the  assessment,  is  a  judi- 
dalacL 

5.  Vacating  the  confirmation,  permits  a  new  assessment 
for  any  amount,  which  might  prove  chargeable  against  the 
properiy. 

6.  The  court  should  facilitate  proceedings  of  this  kind  cal- 
culated in  a  ready,  simple  way,  without  delay  or  expense,  to 
upset  such  glaring  frauds,  now  so  prevalent :  to  drive  parties 
to  troublesome  and  expensive  actions,  would  be  so  to  embar- 
rass relief  from  such  frauds,  as  to  make  parties  prefer  to 
remain  quiet  under  the  infliction  of  them,  and  thus  indirectly 
to  encoursige  them.  The  amounts,  in  many  cases  being 
small,  would  not  warrant  the  expense  of  separate  actions. 

Sixth.  An  assessment  proceeding  is  on  the  part  of  the  cor- 
poration, the  board  of  assessors  being  one  of  its  bureau. 
The  writ  is,  therefore,  properly  directed  to  the  mayor,  &c. 
And  the  record  consists,  not  merely  of  what  the  assessors  may 
see  fit  to  incorporate  in  the  roll,  but  of  all  the  proceedings 
essential  to  show  a  valid  assessment;  the  ordinance  estimate, 
proposals,  bids,  award,  confirmation,  contract,  certificate  of 
wodc  done,  action  of  the  assessors,  &c.,  &c.,  and  all  action  of 
the  common  council  in  respect  to  the  proceeding.  The 
record  thus  made  up,  in  this  case,  proves  the  illegality  of  the 
assessment. 

1.  By  reason  of  Slattery  not  having  been  the  lowest 
bidder. 

2.  By  reason  of  his  fraudtdent  complicity  with  the  street 
commissioner.  The  circumstances  are  inconsistent  with 
honest  int^pty  and  lead  irresistiblyto  the  inference  of  fraud. 
It,  as  was  objected,  Mr.  Ewen's  communications,  and  tho 
report  embracing  them,  are  no  part  of  the  record,  they 
merely  state  the  inference  of  fraud,  which  tiio  court  itself  will 
make. 

You  XX2X  8 
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Seventh.  The  motion  to  set  aside  should  be  granted. 
John  E.  Deyelin,  oounsd  to  the  corporation. 

By  the  court y  Baknabd  J.  Assuming  that  the  case  pre- 
.  sented  by  the  petitioner  is  one,  which  if  true  entitles  the 
petitioner  to  the  relief  afforded  by  the  act  of  1858,  it  is  not 
sustained  by  the  evidence.  The  charge  is  that  the  contract 
was  obtained  by  Slattery  by  a  fraudulent  conspiracy  and 
collusion  mth  the  then  street  commissioner.  That  by 
agreement  with  Slattery  the  street  commiasioner  estimated 
the  earth  excavation  at  a  much  less  amount  and  the  rock 
excavation  at  a  much  greater  amount  than  it  really  was,  so 
that  Slattery  by  bidding  a  large  price  for  earth  excavation 
and  nothing  for  rock  would  seem  to  be  the  lowest  bidder, 
while  in  fact  he  would  be  the  highest  bidder  on  the  contract. 
The  proof  shows  that  the  street  commissioner  took  tho 
initiatory  steps  according  to  law. 

The  notice  was  duly  published  and  estimated  the  probable 
amounts  of  rock  and  earth  excavation,  and  invited  bids  for 
each  kind  of  excavation  and  requiring  that  an  affidavit  from 
persons  bidding  should  accompany  these  bidSy  that  the  bid 
was  made  without  collusion  or  fraud,  and  that  no  member 
of  the  city  government  was  directly  or  indirectly  interested 
therein.  Slattery's  bid  on  this  bidding  was  the  lowest  bid 
according  to  the  estimates  of  the  street  commissioner,  and 
the  contiuct  was  duly  and  legally  awarded  to  him.  There  is 
no  proof  whatever  showing  any  concert  between  the  street 
commisioner  and  Slattery.  The  result  shows  more  earth 
and  less  rock  than  the  estimates.  Slattery  was  the  con* 
tractor  of  Seventy-ninth  street,  which  had  been  just  com- 
pleted, and  that  work  established  that  the  eartii  largely 
exceeded  the  rock  excavation  upon  Seventy-fifth  street,  and 
from  this  evidence  alone  the  petitioner  proves  the  frauds 
It  is  insufficient  to  prove  fraud.  The  question  is  not 
whether  we  are  inclined  to  believe  or  suspect,  or  whether  it 
is  probable  a  fraud  has  been  committed  or  may  have  been 
committed,  but  are  these  parties  provably  guilty  by  the  evv^ 
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denct?  Eightieth  street  showed  nearly  twice  the  axaount 
of  rock  which  Seventy-ninth  street  did.  Donbtless  no  con- 
tractor bid  without  examination  of  the  proposed  work,  and 
they  conld  judge  of  the  probable  correctness  of  the  estunates. 
Slattery  may  have  been  guided  in  his  bid  by  the  results  of 
Seventy-ninth  street. 

The  street  commissioner  is  not  shown  to  have  had  any 
concert  with  Slattery  or  any  other  contractor,  nor  is  the 
contract  shown  to  have  been  procured  by  fraud.  If  there 
were  facts,  which  it  is  easy  to  believe  there  were,  showing  a 
guilty  combination  between  the  contractor  and  the  street 
commissioner,  the  act  of  1861  legalizes  the  assessment.  The 
work  cost  the  ciiy  the  amount  of  money  for  which  the 
assessment  is  made.  The  contract  with  Slattery  is  confirmed. 
An  assessment  is  authorized  and  the  city  is  required  to  pay 
Slattery  the  money  due  "  upon  said  contract." 

The  power  of  the  legislature  to  pass  this  act  is  undoubted 
{Brewster  agt.  TU  City  of  Syracuse,  19  N.  Y.  116). 

The  act  embraces  but  one  subject. 

Order  affirmed  with  costs. 

Ingbahah,  p.  J.  I  concur  in  this  decision,  on  the  ground 
that  the  legislature  have  passed  a  law  making  the  assessment 
valid  and  directing  an  assessment  to  be  levied,  not  because 
I  consider  such  a  law  proper,  but  because  the  late  decisions 
of  file  court  of  appeals  in  regard  to  the  power  ^  of  the 
legislature  seem  intended  to  carry  that  power  much  further 
than  has  heretofore  been  supposed  to  be  the  law  in  regard 
to  mnmcipal  corporations. 
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m 

His  the  nfjbA  of  %  party  aflboted  to  assail  an  act  of  a  ptdiHo  qgloer  for  toani  qf 
jwiadutlon;  and  be  dooa  not  prechide  himself  from  so  doing  bj  any  agree- 
not  to  raise  the  question,  even  if  finmded  on  %  soffident  oonaideration. 
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Appearing  and  participating  in  prooeedings  over  which  a  oonrt  or  offloer  ha$  noi 
/uHaMeaon,  does  not  prerent »  partj  from  aaaailing  them  for  want  of  it. 

Where  an  officer  haa  anthoiity  and  jmiadiction  to  grant  a  dMiarye  to  an 
imprisoned,  inaolTent  debtor,  nnder  the  Bovised  Statates  (Art,  5,  ch,  6,  HI,  1, 
part  9),  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  against  such  debtor,  has  a  right  to  object  to  the 
discharge  of  the  defendant  Jirom  arrtit  upon  or  by  reason  of  his  claim,  unless 
it  is  a  daim  arising  on  contract. 

And  the  plaintiif  is  not  predndod  from  making  snch  objection,  by  reason  of  his 
baring  appeared  before  the  officer  and  opposed  generally  the  debtor's  applica- 
ealion  for  his  dischaige. 

Tbbfomui  qf  the  counts,  in  a  complaint,  do  not  in  all  cases  Aimish  the  court  the 
best  eridence  of  the  real  nature  of  the  plaintiirs  daim.  The  faot$  out  of 
whloh  it  originated  must  be  ascertained  in  order  to  comprehend  the  real  ground 
of  Cho  action. 

Where  the  first  cause  of  action  mentioned  in  the  plaintiff's  complaint  is,  what 
would  have  been  called  (when  it  had  a  name)  trover;  and  the  second  cause 
of  action  case,  to  recorer  damages  for  fraudulently  certifying  bank  checks,  by 
means  whereof  a  laige  sum  of  money  was  firaudulently  abstracted  from  the 
plaintiff:    Biold,  that  both  causes  of  action  are  in  tort  and  not  on  oontraoL 

Tho  plaintiff  might  hare  waived  the  fraudulent  conversion,  and  sued  the 
deftmdant  for  so  much  money  had  and  receiTed  to  its  use ;  but  not  having  done 
so»  the  disdiarge  of  the  defendant  does  not  apply  to  his  imprisonment  upon 
the  plaintiff's  dainu     His  discharge  applies  only  to  debts  arising  on  eon-. 
iraaL 

New  York  Special  Term,  June,  1866. 

Btfcre  IdxJUJS,  JusHoe. 

MonoN  by  defendant  to  exonerate  baiL 
'The  defendant  was  deputy  cashier  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
while  holding  that  office  and  in  the  year  1857,  he  is  charged 
with  having  fraudulently  certified  checks  drawn  upon  said 
banly  by  means  whereof  he  fraudulently  obtained  $68,000 
of  the  moneys  of  the  said  bank  and  converted  the  same  to 
hi^  own  use,  or  to  the  use  of  some  person  other  than  the 
said  bank. 

On  discovering  this  alleged  fraudulent  use  of  the  funds 
of  the  bank,  the  plaintiff  commenced  an  action  in  the 
supreme  court  against  the  defendant  and  caused  him*  to  be 
a^rrested  and  for  want  of  bail  he  was  imprisoned  in  the  jail 
of  the  county  of  Kings,  in  which  counly  he  was  arrested. 
The  defendant  was  afterwards  let  to  bail  in  the  sum  of 
$20,000.  While  he  was  in  prison  he  applied  to  the  county 
jtidga  of  said  couniy  of  Kings,  pursuant  to  the  5th  article 
of  ohapter  5,  title  1  of  part  2  of  the  Bevised  Statutes, 
idating  to  voluntary  assignments  by  an  insolvent  for  th» 
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purpose  of  exonerating  his  person  from  imprisonment  to  be 
discharged  upon  complying  mih  said  article. 

The  plaintiff  appeared  before  the  said  judge,  and  by  its 
ooimsel  opposed  the  defendant's  discharge.  A  jnry  wae 
sammoned  and  impannelled  to  try  certain  issues  raised  by 
the  plaintiff's  counsel  and  other  parties  opposing ;  said  issoes 
were  foimd  in  fa^or  of  the  defendant,  and  the  county  judge 
ordered  the  defendant's  person  discharged  from  imprison- 
ment, pursuant  to  the  prayer  of  his  petition  and  of  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  aforesaid.  Such  discharge  being 
granted,  the  defendant's  counsel  makes  this  motion  in  behaK 
of  the  bail  of  the  defendant  to  discharge  them  from  further 
liabilty  on  their  undertaking. 

BabiiET,  Butler  &  Parsons,  aUomeys,  and 
George  W.  Parsons,  counsel  for  defendant. 

In  this  action  plaintiffs  daim  that  defendant  was  guilty 
of  certain  malfeasances  in  the  performance  of  his  duties  as 
paying  teller  or  assistant  caishier  of  the  late  Grocers'  Bank^ 
and  bring  this  action  to  recover  the  amounts  which  it^is* 
allied  that  defendant  caused  to  be  misappropriated*  an^  . 
the  concluding  paragraph  in  tho  complaint  is  ''and  the 
ddendont  is  now  indebted  to  plaintiffs  for  the  said  chum,^   ; 
£c.,  and  at  folio  2,  of  the  affidavit  upon  whicL^  tho  order 
was  obtained  plaintiffs'  cashier  states  ''  that  the  Idebt  \s^hich 
is  the  cause  of  this  action  was  incurred  by  the  defei^ant  in ' 
the  misapplication,"  &c.  v^ 

The  defendant  was  arrested  under  an  order  of  ai^^^ 
issued  in  the  action,  and  imprisoned  in  Kings  county  jail 
While  so  imprisoned  he  petitioned  to  Judge  Dikemak, 
county  judge  of  Kings  county,  for  a  discharge  from  all 
imprisonment,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  article  5,  title 
1,  chapter  6,  part  2  of  Bevised  Statutes. 

After  the  commencemeojb  of  such  proceedings,  but  before 
the  dischai^  was  actually  granted,  defendant  was  admitted 
to  baU  in  this  action.  The  discharge  having  been  gi-anted 
after  a  fuU  contest  in  respect  to  all  questions  wliicli  covild 
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be  urged  against  it,  the  bail  now  seek  to  be  exonerated. 
The  case  is  stiU  at  issae. 

First,  This  is  unquestionably  the  proper  remedy  for  the 
bail  {Kane  agt.  Irvgraham^  2  Johns.  Cases  403 ;  Seaman  agt. 
Drake,  1  Caines*  R.  9 ;  Cheatham  agt.  Lewis,  2  Jolms.  104 ; 
Olcut  agt.  IMy,  4  Johns.  407 ;  principle  applied  in  J^ranldin 
agt.  Thurbei^  1  Cow;.  427 ;  CWe  §  191.) 

1.  It  is  held  in  the  above  cases  that  a  formal  suziender 
of  the  defendant  before  making  such  a  motion  is  unneoes- 
sajy. 

Second.  The  plaintiffs  having  appeared  on  the  insolvent 
proceedings  and  contested  the  petitioner's  right  to  the 
discharge  upon  every  ground,  and  those  questions  having 
been  cSjudicated  2  such  proceedings  and  judgm^t 
given  in  our  favor,  as  appears  by  the  discharge,  it  is  not 
competent  for  plaiatiffs  in  this  collateral  way  to  assail  such 
judgment  or  discharge.  If  not  i^tisfied  with  the  result 
there,  they  had  their  remedy  by  appeal  to  test  the  vaUdity 
of  the  discharge.  {Field  agt.  Howland,  17  Johns.  25 ;  Bidi 
agt.  ScHhinger,  11  Abbott  344,  and  cases  cited ;  Sttiart  agt. 
Sdlhinger,  14  Id.  291,  and  cases  cited.) 

The  discharge  is  presumptive  evidence  of  all  the  facts 
asserted  in  it,  and  is  conclusive  until  overthrown  by  evidence 
of  some  fraud.  {Campbell  agt.  PerJdns,  4  Sdd.  437 ;  Slierwood 
agt.  MitcMl,  4  Denio  437.) 

Third.  But  if  the  court  felt  authorized  thus  to  review  the 
proceedings  and  decision  of  the  judge  who  granted  the 
disharge,  the  objection  that  such  a  discharge  deed  not  reach 
or  cover  the  claims  in  this  action  is  imtenable. 

1,  The  objection  is  too  sweeping.  AU  arrests  and  impri* 
sonments  under  the  Code  are  upon  some  charge  of  tort, 
and  plaintiffs'  objection  would  virtually  abrogate  this 
statute,  which  the  Code  expressly  preserves.  (§  179  Code ; 
$  471  Code.) 

Fourth.  Again,  plaintiffs  have  not  prosecuted  for  the  tort. 
They  sue  in  a  civil  action  to  recover  a  deht  as  they  allege  in 
both  the  affidavit  used  to  obtain  the  order  and  in  theai 
complaint  (Fdio  2,  affidavit,  last  dause  in  c(mtpicd7d). 
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1.  It  was  always  competent  to  waiye  any  tort,  eyen  a 
tbdt,  and  sue  on  an  implied  assompsit. 

2  They  sue  for  the  exact  sum  they  say  was  misapplied  or 
used  by  defendant. 

3.  Thej  are  concluded  by  their  own  pleading  from  saying 
this  claim  is  not  sued  for  as  a  debt,  a  money  demand,  or  in 
the  language  of  the  C!ode,  "  for  money  received.'*  (Sub.  % 
§  179 ;  CampbeU  agt.  Perkins,  4  Sdd.  430,  438  and  441.) 

Fifth,  The  language  of  article  three,  section  thirty-three 
and  thirty-f omr,  and  article  five,  section  ten  and  eleven,  in 
jespect  to  the  terms  and  effect  of  the  discharges,  are  almost 
identical,  and  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  discharges 

arrest  even  for  tort. 

1.  Article  three  contains  provisions  of  law  enacted  origi- 
nally in  1813,  and  enables  an  insolvent  debtor  with  the  aid 
of  two-thirds  in  amount  of  his  creditors,  not  only  to  be 
discharged  from  his  debts  but  to  be  released  from  atrest  and 
imprisonment. 

2.  Next  came  article  four,  laws  of  1817,  which  provides 
for  compelling  a  debtor  imprisoned  in  a  civil  action  to  assign 
his  estate  and  take  his  discharge  from  imprisonment. 

3.  Then  follows  article  five,  laws  of  1819,  to  enable  any 
debtor,  on  making  a  proper  assignment  of  all  his  property, 
to  be  exonerated  from  arrest,  and  if  actually  imprisoned  to 
be  discharged  from  that,  but  not  from  his  debts ;  and  this 
whether  the  claims  be  in  judgment  or  not. 

4  Artide  dz,  passed  subsequently,  provides  for  discharges 
where  debtors  are  imprisoned  on  execution. 

In  Bums  agt.  Baker  (1  Jolms.  C.  134),  defendant  sought  to 
be  discharged  under  the  "  act  for  the  reUef  of  debtors  with 
respect  to  the  imprisonment  of  their  persons."  One  of  the 
objections  urged  was  that  defendant  was  in  custody  in  a  suit 
for  a  tort,  a  breach  of  promise.  The  court  held  the  objectioh 
Tmtenable. 

In  Luther  agt.  Dey  (19  Weind,  629),  it  was  held  that  an 
insolvent's  discharge  whether  obtained  upon  the  joint  appli- 
cation of  the  insolvent  and  his  creditors,  or  upon  his  sole 
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application  to  exonerate  his  person  from  imprisonment^ 
operates  as  well  upon  debts  arising  ex  ddido  as  upon  those 
arising  ex  contractu.  In  that  case  the  imprisonment  was  in 
an  action  of  trover  for  conversion  of  property. 

The  same  principle  was  affirmed  in  Deyo  agt.  Van  VaOeen^ 
burgh  (5  J3iB  242). 

]bi  case  of  Stewart  agt.  KiUman,  quoted  in  the  marginal 
note  of  last  case  but  one  cited,  the  imprisonment  was  in  an 
action  of  replevin,  and  the  discharge  had  been  obtained 
under  the  same  article  five,  under  which  we  now  proceed, 
**  of  voluntary  assignments  by  an  insolvent  for  the  purpose 
of  exonerating  his  person  from  imprisonment,''  and  the  court 
held  the  discharge  sufficient,  the  chief  justice  ordered  the 
defendant  to  be  released. 

In  the  case  of  Clapper  agt  Betts,  reported  in  same  place 
in  case  of  proceedings  under  the  same  article  (5),  the  court, 
BitONSON,  J.,  the  imprisonment  being  in  an  action  of  trespass^ 
ordered  the  discharge  of  the  defendant. 

In  the  case  of  The  People  (tc,  agt  The  Marine  Court  (^ 
Cow.  366),  where  a  discharge  had  been  obtained  under  m 
similar  statute — laws  of  1813,  and  the  judgment  on  which  it 
was  sought  to  hold  defendant  was  for  an  assault  and  battery, 
the  supreme  court  held  that  defendant  was  entitled  to  his 
discharge ;  also  ex  parte  Thayer  (4  Cow»  66). 

It  the  case  of  Hayden  agt.  Palmer  (24  Wend.  364),  the 
proceedings  for  the  discharge  had  been  taken  under  article 
five,  and  the  objection  was  that  the  judgment  had  been 
obtained  in  an  action  of  trover.  The  court.  Nelson,  Chief 
Justice,  held  that  the  discharge  was  good. 

Sixth.  Article  five  of  the  statute  makes  no  distinction 
between  claims  liquidated  and  unliquidated,  between  those 
not  in  judgment  and  those  in  judgment ;  nor  would  there 
bo  any  sense  in  making  a  distinction  {CUnton  agt.  Hart, 
1  John.  B.  p.  375). 

1.  The  only  cases  where  any  such  distinction  is  made  is 
where  the  proceedings  have  been  taken  under  article  three, 
where  a  discharge  from  oS  debta  is  sought  upon  the  basis  of 
having  obtained  two-thirds  of  all  the  creditors  to  the  petition,. 
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and  ihe  oonrts  yery  properly  say  in  such  cases  it  conid  not 
be  determined  as  to  claims  for  tmliqnidated  damages, 
whether  the  requisite  amount  have  petitioned.  But  they 
concede  that  where  such  claims  have  been  liquidated  by  the 
xeooTery  of  judgments  the  discharge  is  effectual  as  to  those 
as  well  as  to  claims  in  actions  ex  contractu. 

2.  Another  answer  is  the  point  before  urged,  that  the 
elaim  here  is  for  specific  amounts,  which  are  as  definite  as  a 
claim  for  goods  sold  and  delivered. 

Sevenik,  But  principles  established  in  the  well  considered 
case  of  EoMen  agt.  Speyer  (1  John.  B.  37),  seem  to  show  very 
conchisiYely  that  no  such  distinctions  exist  as  is  claimed  by 
plaintiffs,  in  respect  to  the  character  of  the  claims  for  which 
the  action  is  brought.  {See  also  last  part  </  page  439, 
Canqtbea  agt  Perkins,  4  SdcLpp.  440,  441.) 
'  1.  As  before  urged,  the  only  sense  in  any  distinction  which 
ever  existed  was  in  reference  to  the  act  under  which  a 
discharge  from  d^>ts  was  sought,  and  it  was  held  in  some 
cases  that  if  it  appeared  from  tho  action  that  the  damages 
▼ere  incapable  of  liquidation,  e.  gr.,  damages  in  actions  for 
assault  and  battery,  they  could  not  be  estimated  under  the 
two-third  act,  and  hence  could  not  be  discharged  or  affected 
by  a  discharge. 

WnuAU  A.  CouBSEK,  counsd  for  plaint^s. 

First.  There  is  no  practice  warranting  this  motion.  If 
the  diachai^e  mentioned  in  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant, 
read  on  this  motion,  operates  to  discharge  the  effect  of  the 
order  of  airest  in  this  action,  then  such  discharge  can  be 
pleaded  at  such  time  as  an  action  may  be  brought  in  which 
tho  discharge  can  be  a  defense.  The  court  will  not  now 
anticipate  any  action,  and  in  advance  give  affirmative  relief 
to  the  defendant. 

Second.  The  statute  under  which  the  discharge  was 
obtained  does  not  refer  to  and  has  no  possible  effect  upon 
any  debts  or  debtors,  except  those  arising  upon  or  connected 
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idth  contracts.  (See  the  1st  aedion  of  the  statute^  article  5, 
chap.  4,  part  2,  jB.  SJ 

The  action  now  before  the  coxirt  arises  solely  on  a. tort. 
This  is  not  only  beyond  dispute,  but  the  defendant  has  yexy 
earnestly  pressed  that  fact  upon  the  attention  of  this  court 
on  a  motion  to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest,  and  on  his  appeal 
to  the  general  term,  on  both  of  which  occasions  the  sole 
argument  (that  was  at  all  attended  to)  was  that  this  action 
was  upon  a  tort^  and  was  not  brought  by  the  original  owner 
of  the  claim,  and  that  as  a  tort^  it  (the  claim)  was  not 
assignable.    (17  Wend.  480 ;  24  Id.  366.) 

Third.  No  case  can  be  foimd  in  which  the  statute  was 
Applied  to  debts  on  torts.  Indeed  it  would  be  mani- 
festly a  perrersion  of  the  use  of  language  if  it  were  done. 
The  statute  appUes  exclusively  to  debts  arising  upon  con- 
tracts, and  as  clearly  so  as  words  can  express  or  designate 
anything.  All  the  cases  quoted  applied  to  debts  on  contracts 
originally,  or  else  to  judgments  obtained  in  actions  upon 
torts.  We  all  admit  that  after  a  judgment  is  obtained,  then 
BO  matter  what  the  aspect  of  the  debt  or  claim  had  been, 
the  judgment  makes  it  a  quasi  contract.  The  one  great 
feature  of  a  claim  on  a  toi^t — the  indefiniteness  of  airumnt 
— ^is  gone,  and  the  law  makes  an  implied  contract  for  any 
defendant  to  pay  a  judgment  obtained  against  him. 

Fourth.  In  regard  to  the  appearance  of  the  plaintiflFs  on 
the  order  to  show  cause  before  Judge  Dikeman,  we  reply  : 
That  the  question  of  the  defendant's  good  faith  in  making 
up  his  schedule  was  the  sole  question  tried  before  the  jury 
or  passed  upon  by  the  court.  That  question  is  not  a  matter 
of  contest  before  this  pourt,  and  is  in  fact  of  no  further 
moment.  The  schedule  was  passed  upon  by  a  jury  and 
pronounced  to  be  perfect.  The  county  judge  did  not  j)retend 
to  (and  there  is  nothing  bearing  on  that  point  now  before 
the  court)  dispose  of  the  question  whether  or  not  a  discharge 
imder  that  '^  order  to  show  cause  "  would  be  a  discharge  in 
this  action. 

We  also  call  the  court's*  attention  to  the  wording  of  the 
toder  to  show  cause,  whereby  it  appears  the  arrest  in  this 
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Action  was  specificaUj  bionght  before  the  county  jndge,  and 
jet  it  is  indisputable  that  the  county  judge  made  no  decision 
whatever  on  that  portion  of  the  order  to  show  cause. 

a 

By  ike  courts  Mullin,  J.  I  shall  examine  but  two  of  the 
questions  raised  by  counsel  on  this  motion.  .These  are, 
first :  Whether  the  plaintiff  by  appearing  before  the  county 
judge  and  opposing  defendant's  discharge  is  estopped  from 
disputing  the  vaUdity  of  such  discharge  as  applied  to  the 
daim  for  which  tiie  defendant  was  imprisoned  ?  and,  second : 
Whether  the  discharge  granted  by  the  said  judge  applies  to 
and  discharges  the  defendant  from  imprisonment  for  the 
daim,  on  account  of  which  the  arrest  and  imprisomnent  were 
had? 

1st.  As  to  whether  the  plaintiff  is  estopped  from  disputing 
the  application  of  the  discharge  to  its  claim. 

It  is  not  denied  but  that  the  county  judge  acquired  juris- 
diction of  the  proceeding,  nor  but  that  the  discharge  granted 
operates  to  discharge  the  person  of  the  plaintiff  from  imp^s- 
onment  "  byrecLson  of  any  debts  arimmj  qn  cofUrads  premomly 

The  question  therefore  is,  whether  the  discharge  applies 
to  the  arrest,  upon  the  plaintiff's  claim.  It  does  apply  if 
the  daim  is  a  debt  arising  on  contract,  not  otherwise.  To 
give  to  the  discharge  an  effect  greater  than  is  permitted  by 
the  statute,  would  be  to  extend  the  jurisdiction  of  the  officer 
by  consult,  to  a  case  not  only  not  contemplated  but  impli- 
edly excluded  from  it.  It  is  the  right  of  the  party  affected 
to  assail  an  act  of  a  public  officer  for  want  of  jurisdiction, 
and  he  does  not  preclude  himself  from  so  doing  by  any 
agreement  not  to  raise  the  question,  oven  if  founded  on  a 
soffident  consideration  {Dudley  agt.  3Ia7jJiew,  3  Comst  9). 

Appearing  and  partidpating  in  proceedings  over  which  a 
court  or  officer  has  not  jurisdiction,  does  not  prevent  a  party 
from  assailing  them  for  want  of  it  (Garde  agi  Shddon^ 
3  Barb.  232). 

But  there  was  no  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  officer  to  do 
all  that  he  has  attempted  to  do.    The  difficulty,  if  there  is 
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anjy  lies  in  claiming  for  the  discharge  a  much  larger  opera- 
tion than  is  intended  to  be  given  to  it  by  the  statute. 

The  plaintiff  has  an  undoubted  right  to  object  to  the  dis- 
charge of  the  defendant  from  arrest^  upon  or  by  reason  of 
its  claim,  unless  it  is  a  claim  arising  on  contrast. 

This  brings  me  to  the  second  and  the  only  question  of 
importance  arising  on  this  motion.  Does  the  discharge  apply 
to  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff? 

By  the  first  section  of  article  five  above  cited,  it  is  provi- 
ded that  every  insolvent  debtor  may  present  a  petition  to 
one  of  the  officers  named  therein,  praying  that  his  estate 
may  be  assigned  for  the  benefit  of  all  his  creditors,  and  thai 
his  person  may  be  thereafter  exempted  from  arrest  or  impri- 
sonment by  reason  of  any  debts  arising  upon  contracts  pre* 

After  prescribing  the  mode  of  proceeding  upon  such  peti- 
tion, the  tenth  section  provides,  that  upon  the  imprisoned 
debtor  complying  vdth  the  provisions  of  the  act,  the  officer 
to  whom  the  petition  was  presented  shall  grant  a  discharge, 
declaring,  and  its  effect  is,  that  the  person  of  such  insolvent 
shall  forever  thereafter  be  exempted  from  imprisonment  by 
reason  of  any  debt  due  at  the  time  of  his  assigning  his  pro- 
perty in  obedience  to  said  statute,  or  contracted  before  that 
time  though  payable  afterwards,  and  by  reason  of  any  lia- 
Mi«»  inL^V  bin.  by  „,.king  or  im-^g  »y  JL  »r 
bill  of  exchange,  or  incurred  by  him  in  consequence  of  tho 
payment  by  any  pcurty  to  such  note  or  bill,  of  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  the  money  secured  thereby,  whether  such  pay- 
ment  was  made  before  or  after  such  assignment. 

It  will  be  seen  by  reference  to  the  provisions  of  the  tenth, 
section  thai  it  is  debts  armng  on  contract  only  that  are  dis- 
charged.   Is  the  plaintiff's  claim  a  debt  arising  on  contract  ? 

The  pleadings  may  not  under  the  Code  present  the  facts 
upon  which  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  rests.  The  plain- 
tiff may  under  the  present,  as  wellas  under  the  former  prac- 
tice, waive  a  tort,  and  seek  to  recover  upon  an  implied  prom- 
ise to  pay  the  debt  or  perform  the  duty  set  forth  in  the  com- 
plaint.   In  this,  as  well  as  in  other  cases  which  might  be 
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<anunerated,  the  plaintiff  may  proceed  for  a  cause  of  action 
different  from  that  which  the  facts  in  the  case  if  disclosed 
would  warrant.  It  follows  that  the  form  of  the  count  doeiB 
pot  in  aU  cases  furnish  the  court  the  best  eyidenoe  of  the 
real  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  The  facts  out  of  which 
it  originated  must  be  ascertained  in  order  to  comprehend 
tiie  real  ground  of  the  action. 

In  this  case  the  first  cause  of  action  set  out  in  the  com- 
plaint is  in  trover.  The  second  is,  what  under  the  old  prac- 
tice would  have  been  designated  a  count  in  case,  to  recover 
damages  for  the  fraudulently  certifying  that  the  drawers  of 
checks  upon  the  plaintiffs'  bank  had  funds  therein  applicable 
to  the  payment  thereof,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  the 
drawers  had  no  funds  in  said  bank,  by  means  whereof  a  large 
sum  of  money  was  fraudidently  abstracted  from  said  bank. 

Unless  these  facts  create  the  relation  of  debtor  and 
creditor  between  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff,  the  claim 
of  the  latter  is  not  a  debt  arising  on  contract.  It  is  impos- 
sible it  seems  to  me  that  a  fraudulent  conversion  of  the 
plaintiff's  money  can  against  the  wiU  of  the  plaintiff  be 
construed  into  a  contract  by  which  the  one  agrees  to 
receive  and  the  other  to  pay  the  money  thus  fraudulently 
abstracted. 

It  is  true  that  plaintiff  might  waive  the  fraudulent  con- 
vexsion  and  sue  the  defendant  for  so  much  money  had  and 
received  to  its  use,  and  if  it  had  done  so  the  defendant  might 
be  entitled  to  his  discharge,  but  it  has  not  so  done.  Both 
caoses  of  action  are  in  tort  and  not  on  contract.  It  has  not 
waived  the  wrong  and  elected  to  treat  the  defendant  as  its 
debtor.  It  charges  him  with  the  fraud,  and  demands  the 
damages  which  it  has  sustained  by  reason  of  it.  The  use 
of  the  words  ''debt"  ''demand''  or  "indebted"'  in  the  com- 
plaint does  not  determine  the  nature  of  the  action ;  that  can 
be  ascertained  only  from  the  whole  complaint,  and  not 
from  particular  words  or  phrases  which  may  be  contained 
mit. 
Treating  the  action  as  one  in  tort,  it  follows  that  the 
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discharge  does  not   apply  to   the  imprisonmeiit  of  th& 
defendant  npon  the  claim  set  forth  in  the  complaint 

it  was  held  in  Crouch  agt.  Oridley  (6  HiU  250),  that  a 
discharge  in  bankraptcy  did  not  affect  the  defendant's 
liability  for  seduction,  although  the  cause  had  been  tried  by 
referees,  the  amount  of  damages  agreed  upon,  and  a  report 
signed  but  not  delivered  before  the  discharge.  The  courts 
say  there  is  no  ground  for  saying  that  the  discharge  reaches 
his  (the  defendant's)  liability  for  this  tort,  imless  the  plain* 
tiffs'  demand  had  become  a  debt  before  the  petition  waa 
presented.  Coses  are  cited  by  Bbonson,  J.,  to  show  that 
even  if  a  verdict  had  been  rendered  the  claim  for  the  tort 
woidd  not  have  been  impaired. 

Kellogg  agt  Schuyler  (2  Denio  73),  holds  that  a  verdict  in 
trespass  recovered  before  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  is  not 
affected  thereby. 

In  Stroivg  agt.  White  (9  Johns.  R.  161),  the  defendant 
was  charged  in  execution  for  damages  and  costs  in  an  action 
for  libel.  He  afterwards  obtained  a  discharge  imder  the 
insolvent  act  and  was  brought  up  on  hxxbeas  corpus  to  be 
discharged.  The  court  says  an  action  for  libel  is  not  for  a 
debt  or  on  a  contract  express  or  implied  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  of  the  insolvent  act  of  1811,  chapter  123. 

In  Spcdding  agt.  The  People  (7  HtU  301),  a  fine  imposed 
for  violating  an  injunction  was  held  not  to  be  affected  by  a 
discharge  in  bankruptcy. 

The  case  of  Hodges  agt.  Chase  (2  Wend.  248),  is  directly 
in  point  and  conclusive  of  this  motion.  In  that  case  the 
plaintiff  in  vacation  obtained  a  verdict  against  the  defendant 
in  trespass.  After  the  verdict,  but  before  judgment,  the 
defendant  obtained  a  discharge  in  proceedings  to  exempt 
his  person  from  imprisonment,  and  a  motion  was  thereupon 
made  to  so  enter  the  judgment  as  to  exempt  the  body  of 
defendant  from  imprisonment  But  Maboy,  J.,  held  that 
the  verdict  was  not  a  debt  at  the  time  of  granting  the 
dischai^e,  and  it  did  not  therefore  protect  the  defendant 
(See  also  Smith  agt.  Bennett^  17  Wend.  479 ;  Kennedy  agt. 
Strong,  10  J.  R  289 ;  14  Id.  128.) 
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In  the  foUoidng  cases  it  was  held  that  a  discharge  under 
tiie  act  proTiding  for  the  discharge  of  the  person  of  a  debtor 
from  impiisonmenty  applied  to  judgments  in  actions  for 
torts  a^  well  as  contracts.  {The  Peopb  agt  The  Marim 
(kmriy  3  Cow.  366 ;  Ex  parte  Thayer^  4l  Cow.  66 ;  Hayden  agt. 
Fdmer,  24  Wend.  364 ;  Lather  agt.  Deyo,  19  Id.  629,  awi 
cages  cUed  in  note.)  In  the  cases  last  cited  as  well  as  in  the 
cases  referred  to  in  the  notes  to  it,  judgment  must  have  been 
recoTered,  as  in  all  of  them  the  defendants  were  in  custody 
under  a  writ  of  ecu  sa,^  which  issued  only  to  enforce  a 
judgment. 

No  case  has  been  cited  nor  have  I  been  able  to  find  any 
in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy  or 
insolvency  affects  actions  of  tort,  unleSss  judgments  have 
been  entered.  The  issues  joined  in  this  case  have  not 
been  tried,  and  of  course  no  judgment  has  been  entered  and 
ihe  defendant  is  not  within  the  principle  of  the  cases  last 
cited. 

I  am,  therefore,  constrained  to  deny  the  motion  to  exone- 
rate the  bail,  with  $10  costs  of  the  motion. 
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SUPEEME  COUBT. 

Theophilttb  Am^HONTy  the  husband  and  executor  of  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  Sabah  Wilhelmika  Anthony, 
deceased,  appellant,  agt.  Jacob  Bbouweb,  executor  of  and 
trustee  under  the  last  Trill  and  testament  of  James  Oill, 
deceased,  Theophilus  A.  Gill,  John  B.  Gill,  Bobebt  T. 
Gill,  Ann  Gill,  Elizabeth  Gill  and  Sabah  W.  Gill, 
respondents.    (First  appeal,) 

John  B.  Gill,  Bobebt  T.  Gill,  Ann  Gill,  Elizabeth 
Gill,  and  Sabah  Gill,  appellants,  agt.  Jacob  Bbouweb, 
executor,  Ac,  of  James  Gul^  deceased,  Theophilus  A. 
Gill,  and  Theophilus  Anthony,  executor,  &c.,  of  Sabah 
W.  Anthony,  deceased,  respondents.    (  Cross  appecd.) 

The  testator  gave  to  his  exeoators  two-thirds  of  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  in 
tmst,  to  pay  the  interest  thereof  to  his  sister,  S.  W.  A.,  during  her  life,  and 
npon  her  death  the  whole  two-thirds  to  be  paid  to  his  brother,  T.  0.,  coupled 
with  the  following  declaration : 

<*It  being  my  intention  by  this  my  will,  that,  after  the  said  annuities  shall 
cease  to  become  due  and  payable,  that  the  said  two-thirds  or  remainder  of  my 
estate  shall  go  and  belong  to  my  said  brother,  T.  G.,  to  the  ezolnsion  of  all 
my  other  brothers  and  relations  :*' 

JJeld,  that  the  brother,  T.  G.,  having  died  before  the  testator,  the  principal  fond 
(two-thirds  of  the  estate)  lapaedf  and  became  distributable  among  the  testator's 
next  of  kin-~under  the  statute  of  distributions,  as  in  cases  of  intestacy  as  » 
Tested  estate.  The  payment  thereof  was,  howeyer,  postponed  until  the  death 
of  the  sister,  8.  W.  A.,  who  was  to  reoeiye  the  income  of  the  whole  during  hor 
natural  life.  And  S.  W.  A.  became  entitled  absolutely  to  her  equal  proportion 
(one-third,)  of  the  said  principal  fond  as  heir  at  law,  which  at  her  death  passed 
under  her  will. 

An  opipeol  from  a  surrogate's  decree  of  distribution  must  be  taken  in.  tkres 
moniha  therefrom,  although  it  does  not  make  a  final  distribution  of  the  whols 
estate. 

Second  District^  PougKkeepsie  General  Term^  May  1866. 

Before  Sobughah^  Lott,  Babnabb  and  Gilbebt,  Justices. 

James  Gill,  of  tiie  town  of  Poughkeepsie,  in  Dutchess 
county,  died  in  Februaiy,  1856.  Ho  executed  his  will  in 
June,  1841.    He  had  at  that  tuno  two  brothers,  Theophihia 


HEW  YOSK  FBAOnCB  BEFOBTS.       129 

Anthony  %gL  Bzoawer. 

A.  and  Thomas,  two  sisteray  Sarali  W.  Anthony  and  Ann 
OiD,  liTing.  His  brother  Theophilus  A.  Gill  is  not  mentioned 
inihe  wilL 

In  and  bj  the  will  he  gives  and  devises  to  his  brother 
''Thomas  Gill,  his  heirs  and  assigns/*  the  one-third  of  his 
estate  after  payment  of  his  debts. 

The  remaining  two-thirds  of  his  estate  he  gives  to  his 
executors  in  trust  to  pay  the  interest  on  one*third  to  his 
aster  Sarah  W.  Anthony,  daring  her  life,  and  the  interest 
on  the  remaining  one-third  to  his  sister  Ann  GiU  during 
lier  life. 

Upon  the  death  of  either  of  his  said  sisters,  the  executors 
were  directed  to  pay  one-half  of  the  interest  payable  to  her 
so  djing,  to  the  surviving  sister  during  her  natural  life,  and 
the  other  half  to  his  brother  Thomas  Gill.  And  upon  the 
death  of  the  surviving  sister,  the  whole  two-thirds  so  held 
in  trust  were  to  be  paid  to  his  brother  Thomas  GilL  And 
the  devise  is  coupled  with  the  following  declaration  by  the 
testator: 

"  It  being  my  intention  by  this  my  will,  that,  after  the 
said  annuities  diall  cease  to  become  due  and  payable,  that 
the  said  two-thirds  or  remainder  of  my  estate  shall  go  and 
belong  to  my  said  brother  Thomas  Gill,  to  the  exclusion  of 
all  my  other  brothers  and  relations." 

Thomas  GUI  died  before  the  testator,  leaving  John  B. 
Gill,  Bobert  T.  GiU,  Ann  Gill,  Elizabeth  Gill  and  Sarah  W. 
Gin,  his  children  and  heirs  at  law. 

The  sister  Ann  Gill  also  died  before  the  testator,  leaving 
no  children. 

On  the  first  day  of  July,  1858,  the  executor  had  ao 

accounting  before  the  surrogate  of  Dutchess  county,  at 

▼hich  time  a  decree  was  made  by  the  surrogate,  directing 

the  executor  to  distribute  two-thirds  of  the  amoxmt  in  his 

hands,  as  follows  :  one  equal  third  to  Theophilus  A.  Gill,  a 

l)rother ;  one  equal  third  to  Sarah  W.  Anthony,  a  sister,  and 

one-third  to  be  divided,  share  and  share  alike,  among  the 

before-mentioned  children  of  Thomas  GilL 

The  other  one-third  of  said  estate,  amounting  to  $1,978.61, 
Yql.  xxXL  9 
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the  executor  was  directed  to  retain  and  invest,  and  to  pay 
the  interest  to  Sarah  W.  Anthony  during  her  life,  and  at 
her  death  to  be  retained,  subject  to  the  order  of  the 
surrogate. 

Sarah  W.  Anthony  died  in  June,  1864,  leaving  a  win, 
o^  which  her  husband,  Theophilus  Anthony,  is  the  executor. 

On  the  19th  day  of  November,  1864,  an  accounting  wa9 
had  by  Jacob  Brouwer,  executor^  as  to  the  fund  set  apart 
for  34^8.  Sarali  W.  Anthony.  A  decree  was  then  made, 
directing  that  the  principal,  less  the  expenses  of  accounting 
and  commissions,  be  distributed  by  the  executor  as  follows : 
one-half  to  Theophilus  A.  GiU,  and  the  remaining  one-half, 
share  and  share  alike,  among  the  before-mentioned  children 
of  Thomas  Gill,  deceased. 

From  this  decree  Theophilus  Anthony,  executor  of  and 
trustee  under  the  will  of  Barah  W.  Anthony,  took  an  appeal, 
and  the  children  of  Thomas  Gill  took  a  cross  appeal 

J.  S.  Van  Cleef  and 

Joseph  J.  Jackson,  cotinsd  /or  appdUznt. 

I.  By  reason  of  the  death  of  Thomas  Gill  and  Ann  Gill 
during  the  life  of  the  testator,  the  entire  estate  lapsed,  sub- 
ject to  the  life  estate  in  one-third  thereof  in  favor  of  Mrs. 
Anthony,  and  became  undisposed  of  by  will  ( WHUams  on 
BrecutorSy  553,  and  cases  cited  ;  17  JV.  Y.  561,  674-6  ;  1  «7br- 
man  on  WiUsy  310.) 

H.  The  share  directed  to  be  invested  for  Mrs..  Anthony, 
vested  in  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  immediately  upon 
his  death,  subject  to  the  life  estate  in  favor  of  Mrs.  Anthony. 

Where  a  legacy  or  bequest  of  personal  property  lapses,  it 
immediately  vests  in  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  subject 
to  the  execution  of  any  trust  capable  of  execution.  (17  N. 
7.  661,  674-5 ;  1  Sand.  Ch.  119 ;  25  Barh.  134 ;  4  Brodford, 
161 ;  1  Faige,  32 ;  1  Jarman  an  Wills,  641.) 

When  a  future  estate  in  remainder  is  in  fee  or  absolute,  it 
vests  immediately  on  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  right  of 
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pofiseeaion  only  being  suspended.  (24  N.  Y.9;  25  Wend. 
U9;  1  Bed/ield,  469 ;  40  Barb.  286.) 

IIL  The  share  set  apart  for  Mrs.  Anthony  being  undis- 
posed of  after  the  termination  of  her  life  estate,  she  became 
the  absolute  owner  of  one-third  thereof  immediately  upon 
the  testator's  death,  and  could  have  compelled  the  payment 
of  such  one-third  to  her  during  life,  and  as  her  absolute  pro- 
perty it  passes  to  her  husband  and  executor  by  her  will.  In 
Hoes  agt  Van  Hoeaek  (1  Barb.  Ch.  R.  379,  396-7),  the  chan- 
ceUor  decided  that  the  administrators  of  the  widow  were  i 

entitled  to  one-third  of  the  undisposed  personalty  left  by 
her  husband,  although  she  had  enjoyed  a  life  estate  in  the 
whole  of  such  personalty  under  the  wilL  The  chancelloi 
holding  that  under  the  statute  of  distributions  the  widow 
was  entitled  to  one-third  of  the  personalty  undisposed  of  * 

absolutely,  immediately  upon  her  husband's  death  (1  Barb. 
Ch.  379,  396). 

IV.  The  trust  in  regard  to  the  final  distribution  of  the 
estate  having  failed,  the  executor  held  the  one-third  for  the 
benefit  of  Mrs.  Anthony,  as  an  executor  merely.  (24  JV.  Y. 
9, 17 18 ;  Dayton  on  Surrogates^  451.) 

y.  The  distribution  of  July  9,  1858,  was  made  on  the 
theory  that  the  entire  estate  had  lapsed  except  the  life  estate 
in  one-third,  in  favor  of  Mrs.  Anthony. 

All  the  next  of  kin  consented  or  agreed  to,  and  acquiesced 
in  such  distribution.  By  such  mutual  acquiescence  Mrs, 
Anthony  was  deprived  of  one-half  of  the  interest  of  Ann's 
share  during  life.  The  children  of  Thomas  GiU  are  now 
concluded  by  their  implied  contract,  even  though  they  had 
misapprehended  the  law. 

J.  S.  Van  Cleef,  counsd  for  T.  Anthony,  respondent. 

I.  The  appeal  from  the  decree  of  July  1st,  1858,  cannot 
be  entertamed,  and  should  be  dismissed.  It  was  not  taken 
within  three  months  (3  B.  S.  Bth  ed.  p.  906,  §  25). 

The  decree  by  its  terms  is  a  Jinaldecree,  and. the  parties 
to  it  having  acknowledged  it  as  such  by  their  receipts 


132  ^^^^^  TOBE  PBAOnGE  BEPOBTa 

•• 

Anthony  Agt.  Bromrer* 

are  bound  by  it  as  final  in  regard  to  the  final  distribution 
tinder  it. 

Mrs.  Anthony  lived  more  than  seven  years  after  the  decree 
and  distribation  in  1858,  and  the  decree  cannot  now  be 
reviewed.  {Fch.  64-75,  1  Broward  1 ;  11  Barb.  554 ;  2 
Paige  Ch.  574.) 

IL  The  snrrogate  had  no  authority  to  correct  by  the 
decree  of  1864,  any  errors  of  the  decree  of  1858,  if  any  such 
existed.  The  parties  interested  were  all  present  in  court  in 
1858.  The  decree  as  to  the  two-thirds  then  distributed,  was 
final,  and  there  is  no  pretence  of  fraud  or  mistake  in  regard 
to  the  facts. 

<<  When  all  the  parties  interested  are  represented  at  the 
hearing,  and  tiie  court  has  given  its  final  sentence  or  decree, 
I  know  of  no  authority  showing  that  these  courts  have  ever 
exercised  the  general  power  of  opening  and  reversing  it 
Again,  upon  the  ground  that  they  had  erred  as  to  the  law, 
or  had  decided  erroneously  upon  the  facts."  (Opinion  of 
Judge  Dalt  in  Brick's  case  15  Abb.  Pr.  B.  12,  86 ;  Dobke 
agt  MeOhxren^  41  Barb.  491;  Sipperly  agt.  Baucus^  24 
N.  7. 46.) 

ITT.  The  decree  of  1858  was  either  a  decree  or  not  If  a 
decree,  an  appeal  should  have  been  taken  within  three 
months.  If  not  a  decree,  then  the  parties  interested  in  the 
estate  must  be  regarded  as  having  made  a  voluntaiy  settie- 
ment,  and  they  are  bound  by  it.  The  right  to  have  any 
error  corrected  was  by  action,  which  is  now  gone,  seven 
years  having  elapsed  before  Mrs.  Anthony's  death. 

It  will  hardly  be  contended  that  the  surrogate  iu  any,  and 
especially  a  collateral  proceeding  before  him,  can  revive  a 
daim  which  is  outiawed. 

lY.  There  is  no  intention  expressed  or  implied  in  the  will 
that  the  fund  in  court  shall  go  to  the  children  of  Thomas 
Gill,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  testator's  brothers  and  sisters. 

The  testator  first  gave  one-third  of  his  estate  to  his 
brother  Thomas,  his  heirs  and  assigns  in  contra-distinction 
to  the  qualified  estates  given  to  his  sisters  {Fci.  60).  That 
one*third  was  distributed  in  1858  (Fcl.  72). 
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After  the  estates  for  life  ceased,  he  directs  the  payment 
of  the  rest  to  Thomas  Oill,  simply  farther  stating  '4t 
being  my  intention,  that  after  tiie  said  annuities  shall 
cease  to  become  due  and  payable,  the  said  two-thirds  01 
remainder  of  my  estate  should  go  and  belong  to  my  brother, 
Thomas  Gill,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  my  other  brothers  and 
relations." 

It  will  not  be  denied  that  the  children  of  Thomas  were 
included  among  the  testator's  "other  relations,"  and  fhe 
court  will  not  decree  payment  to  nephews  and  neices  who 
are  not  named,  in  preference  to  a  sister  who  is  made  one  of 
the  objects  of  the  testator's  bounty,  unless  the  intention  of 
the  tcNstator  to  that  effect  is  clearly  and  unequiTOoally 
expressed  in  the  wilL 

y.  The  appellants  could  have  obtained  any  relief  to  which 
they  are  entitled,  upon  the  appeal  brought  by  this  respondent 
(Sup.  Court  BtdeSf  44),  and  in  any  event  they  should  be 
charged  personally  with  the  costs  of  this  respondent,  and 
the  respondent,  Jacob  Brouwer,  executor,  Ac, 

A.  Anthony  and  James  Exott, 
Caufisd/or  B.  T.  and  Sarah  W.  OHL 

L  The  decree  of  November  19th,  1864,  was  right  as  to 
Theophilus  Anthony,  executor,  Ac,  and  wrong  as  to  the 
children  of  Thomas  Gill,  deceased. 

Theophilus  Anthony,  executor,  Ac,  founds  his  claim  to 
one-third  of  this  fund  of  $1,978.61  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  bequest  to  Thomas  Gill  lapsed  by  reason  of  his 
decease  before  the  testator.    This  is  not  so,  for  two  reasons. 

Ist  The  will  was  of  fall  force  as  to  his  testatrix,  Sarah 
W.  Anthony.  She  was  given  the  interest  of  this  fund  for 
IiIb,  and  the  will  excludes  her  from  any  other  than  the  life 
estate  in  it.  The  will,  by  its  terms,  prevents  the  fee  from 
Testing  in  her.  She  cannot  be  seized  of  a  life  estate  in  the 
whole,  and  at  the  same  time  of  an  absolute  right  to  one- 
third  of  the  principal 

2d.  The  *  terms  of  the  will  indicate  an  intention  by  the 
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testator  to  giye  his  whole  estate  to  Thomas  Gill,  or,  in  case 
of  his  decease,  to  Thomas'  heu*s.  This  is  clear,  from  the 
clauses  already  quoted  from  the  will. 

II.  The  hieirs  of  Thomas  Gill  have  taken  their  appeal  to 
obtain  the  whole  fund  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the 
executor,  and  insist  that  neither  bequest  in  favor  of  their 
father  lapsed  bj  reason  of  his  decease  previous  to  the 
testator. 

1.  The  rule  formerly  was  strict  that  unless  the  legatee 
survive  the  testator,  the  legacy  was  extinguished.  The 
Bevised  Statutes  saved  from  its  operation  lineal  desendants 
of  the  testator ;  and  courte  of  equity,  long  before  the  statute, 
had  controlled  this  rule  by  the  manifest  intention  of  the 
testator  appearing  upon  the  face  of  the  will  that  the  legacy 
should  not  lapse,  and  where  the  testator  in  the  will  has 
provided  a  substitute  for  the  legatee  dying  in  his  life  time. 
( Wmiam's  Ex'rs  1039-40,  arid  cases  died  ;  Id.  1641-^,  and 
cases  cited.) 

2.  It  is  well  established  by  the  cases  cited  in  the  foregoing 
authority,  that  where  there  is  a  bequest  to  ''A,  or  his 
personal  representatives," — ^to  "  A,  or  his  heirs  " — ^the  word 
"or  "  impHes  a  substitution,  so  as  to  prevent  lapse. 

The  reading  of  this  will  is  to  "  Thomas  Gill,  his  heirs  and 
assigns ;"  and  this,  taken  with  the  last  clause  of  the  will, 
shows  clearly  the  testator's  intention  to  use  the  words  "  heirs 
and  asssigns,"  as  words  of  substitution  {Haioss  agt.  Banks, 
4  Edw.  664). 

3.  The  intention  of  the  testator  that  the  legacy  should  not 
lapse,  and  his  substitution  of  persons  in  place  of  the  legatee 
dying  in  his  lifetime,  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  will,  is  all 
that  is  requisite  to  entitle  Thomas  Gill's  children  to  the 
residue  of  this  estate. 

Is  not  the  intention  clear  that  Thomas  or  his  children 
should  take  the  whole  estate  ultimately  ?  Testator  excludes 
all  his  other  brothers  and  relations. 

It  may  be  insisted  that  the  exclusion  of  "relations" 
excludes  the  children  of  Thomas.    The  sentence,  taken  as 
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a  whole,  and  in  connection  with  the  seyeral  clauses  of  the 
willy  cannot  bear  that  interpretation. 

4  If  the  intention  to  prevent  a  lapse  is  apparent,  in  order 
to  advance  that  apparent  intention  of  the  testator,  ''and*' 
may  be  construed  to  be  ''  or,"  and  vice  versa.  This  has  been 
done  in  numberless  cases.  (Mabei-ey  agt  Strode,  3  Veaey 
450;  BeU  agt.  Phyn,  7  Vcsey,  459 ;  Armstrong  agt.  Jfaran,  1 
Brodf,  Sur.  li.  314 ;  Van  Veclden  agt.  Pearson^  6  Paige,  512 ; 
Ckrystie  agt  PAy/e,  19  N.  Y.  R.  344.) 

Here  neither  ^^amd^*  nor  ^^or''  is  inserted.  Should  not 
the  court  read  it  so  as  to  cany  out  the  apparent  and  evident 
intent? 

5.  The  words  ''and  to  her  heirs"  have  been  held  to 
intend  a  substitution  (Hatoea  agt.  BaTiks^  4  Udw.  664  itfore 
aJted). 

6.  It  may  be  claimed  that  the  decree  of  the  surrogate,  in 
1858,  bars  our  claim  now.  We  do  not  ask  the  court  to 
compel  the  executor  to  pay  over  any  moneys  disposed  of  by 
that  decree.  We  were  bound  by  that  decree  only  as  to 
ihe  moneys  distributed  under  it,  and  the  executor  was 
directed  to  hold  this  fund  of  one*third  of  the  estate,  and 
retain  it  after  Mrs.  S.  W.  Anthony*B  decease,  "  subject  to 
the  order  "  of  the  surrogate.    We  now  ask  for  that  fund. 

That  accoimtingwas  not  final,  and  bound  none  of  the  par- 
ties>  save  as  to  the  funds  disposed  of  by  virtue  of  the  order 
then  made,  in  which  order  this  present  fund  is  directed  to  be 
held,  subject  to  subsequent  adjudication. 

7.  The  children  of  Thomas  Gill  deceased,  claim  that  an 
order  should  be  made  reversing  the  decree  of  the  surrogate 
made  November  19th,  1864,  and  directing  the  entry  of  a 
decree  directing  J.  Brouwer,  the  executor,  to  pay  the  whole 
fund  in  his  hand  of  principal,  less  the  commission  and  costs 
and  expenses  of  an  acpounting,  to  the  heirs  of  Thomas  GUI, 
deceased. 

By  the  court,  Lott,  J.  The  surrogate's  decree  of  the  1st 
of  July,  1858,  makes  an  absolute  disposition  of  all  the  estate 
of  James  Gill,  deceased,  except  the  principal  of  the  fund 
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directed  to  be  retained  and  invested  by  the  executor  for  the 
benefit  of  Sarah  Wilhebnina  Anthony  during  her  natural 
life.  That  fund  was  to  abide  the  further  order  of  the  court, 
and  was  invested  under  the  third  provision  of  the  will  of 
said  deceased,  to  produce  the  annuity  given  to  Mrs.  Anthony, 
and  if  Thomas  Gill,  the  brother  of  the  testator,  had  sur- 
vived him  he  would  have  been  entled  to  the  whole  of  the 
principal,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  the  other  brothers  and 
relations  of  the  testator,  but  as  he  died  before  the  testator 
and  no  other  disposition  was  made  thereof  by  the  wiU,  it 
lapsed  and  became  distributable  among  the  testator's  nexi 
of  kin,  under  the  statute  of  distributions,  as  in  cases  of 
intestacy  as  a  vested  estate.  The  payment  thereof  was. 
however  postponed  till  the  death  of  Mrs.  Anthony,  who,  as 
before  stated,  was  to  receive  the  income  of  the  whole  during, 
her  natural  life.  She  as  one  of  the  sisters  of  the  testator 
was  entitled  to  one  third  of  the  fund,  and  upon  her  death 
it  passed  under  her  wUl.  The  surrogate's  further  decree  of 
19th  November,  1864,  directing  one  half  of  the  entire  fond, 
after  payment  of  certain  expenses,  to  be  paid  to  ^eophilua 
Gill,  and  the  other  half  to  the  children  of  Thomas  Gill, 
was  therefore  erroneous. 

There  is,  in  our  opimon.no  gioondfor  the  claim  of  the 
children  of  Thomas  Gill  to  the  whole  of  that  fund.  The 
testator  evidently  made  the  bequest  thereof  under  his  wiU 
to  his  brother  Thomas  in  the  expectation  that  his  brother 
would  have  survived  him,  and  he  made  no  provision  for  th& 
event  that  has  occurred.  ^  There  is  no  reference  in  that 
bequest  to  the  heirs  or  children  of  Thomas,  nor  is  there  any 
indication  whatever  that  they  should  take  what  was  intended 
for  their  father. 

The  provision  for  the  exclusion  of  the  other  brothers  and 
relations  of  the  testator  from  participation  in  the  fund  was 
clearly  based  on  the  assumption  that  Thomas  woxdd  have 
survived  tlie  testator,  and  taken  it  himself,  and  became 
inapplicable  and  inoperative  when  the  intended  dispostion 
of  it  failed. 

These  views  lead  us  to  the  conclusion  that  the  surrogate's 
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decree  of  November  lOtix,  1864,  mnst  be  modified,  so  as  to 
direct  one-third  of  the  fond  in  question  to  be  paid  to  Theo- 
I^ns  Anthony,  the  executor  of  the  will  of  Mrs.  Anthony^ 
one-tiiird  to  Theophilus  A.  Oill,  and  the  balance  to  the 
children  of  Thomas  GiU  in  equal  shares,  after  first  paying^ 
thereout  the  costs  of  the  said  executor,  and  of  Jacob 
Bronwer  the  executor,  &c,,  of  James  Gill  deceased. 

The  children  of  Thomas  GiU  have  also  appealed  from  the 
decree  of  1st  of  July,  1858.  It  appears  that  on  the  9th  of 
the  same  month  they  received  the  distributive  shares  paya- 
ble to  them  under  it,  and  gave  receipts  in  full  therefor  to 
ihe  executor,  they  acqmesed  in  ite  provisions  and  did  not 
appeal  therefrom  until  the  subsequent  decree  of  lOthi 
November,  1864,  was  made.  This  appeal  was  too  late.  It 
could  not  be  tsiken  after  three  months  from  its  entty  {8e^ 
2B.  iS.j?.  609,  §§105-107). 

That  appeal  must  therefore  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


•  »• 


SUPBEME  COUET. 

WniiAx  Gauntlet  agt  Eluah  Wheeleb,  Jb.,  and  Gob- 

NEuns  Brown. 

In  aa  Action  upon  an  trndertaJdng,  giyen  by  tbe  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  pnr- 
sunt  to  eeetiona  186  and  187  of  the  Code,  to  procnre  a  discharge  from  arreat^ 
the  eon^kUrU  is  delbctlTe  in  showing  a  cause  of  action  where  it  omits  to  aver 
tbo  jBk^  BohstantiaUy : 

Ist  That  an  execntion  against  iheproperty  of  the  dafSendant  has  been  issued  to 
the  sheriff  of  the  ooonty,  in  which  snch  defendant  was  originally  arrested,  and 
that  tbe  same  has  been  returned  by  snch  sheriff  nnsatisfied  in  whole  or  in  part. 

Sad.  That  an  ezeentiosi  against  the  body  of  the  defendant,  having  at  least  fifteen 
days  between  the  teste  and  retnm  thereof,  has  been  issued  to  tbe  same  sheriff; 
and  by  him  returned  that  the  defendant  cannot  be  found  within  his  county. 

Snee  the  fonn  of  an  action  of  debt  on  the  rooognizanoe  no  longer  exists,  and  the 
ptajntiff  is  required  to  set  Ibrth  in  his  complaint,  CTery  fiMst  which  the  plaintiff 
must  jaxyre  to  enable  him  to  maintain  his  action,  and  whidi  the  defendant  has 
aright  to  oontrorert  in  his  answer,  it  seems  necessarily  to  follow  that  the 
•bo?e  statutory  ftots  should  be  stated  in  the  cnmphiant. 

Bixth  District,  CorOand  Special  Term,  August,  1865. 
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DRMtmnER  to  Complaint. 

Watebs  &  Waters,  (dtorrieys  for  ;i^vrdiff. 
BaIjIabd  &  Wabrkn,  attorneys  for  defendants. 

Pareeb,  J.  This  action  is  brought  upon  an  undertaking, 
given  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  pursuant  to  sections 
18G  and  187  of  the  Code,  to  procure  the  discharge  from 
arrest  of  one  William  Carroll,  held  by  the  sheriff  of  the 
county  of  Cortland,  under  an  order  of  arrest  in  a  civil  action, 
brought  against  him  by  the  above  plaintiff. 

The  complaint  alleges  judgment  in  an  action  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  against  the  said  Carroll ;  that  an  execution  was 
issued  thereon  against  the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  that 
the  sheriff  has  made  return  that  ho  could  not  be  foimd,  but 
omits  to  state  that  the  execution  was  issued  to  the  sheriff 
of  the  county  in  which  the  defendant  was  originally  arrested, 
and  also  omits  to  allege  that  an  execution  against  the  pro- 
perty of  the  defendant  had  been  issued  to  the  same  sheriff. 

The  defendants  demurred  to  the  complaint  on  the  ground 
that  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  and  the  question  raised  by  the  demurrer  is,  ^vhother 
it  was  necessary  to  state  the  facts  omitted  as  above  men- 
tioned. 

By  section  81  of  the  article  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  enti- 
tled, "  of  bail  and  proceedings  to  charge  and  exonerate  them  '* 
(2  /;.  8.  382,  Ist  edition),  it  is  enacted  as  follows  :  *^  The 
plaintiff  in  the  action  shall  not  be  entitled  to  bring  any  suit 
on  the  recognizance  of  bail  until  1st :  an  execution  against 
the  property  of  the  defendant  shall  have  been  issued  to  the 
sheiiff  of  the  county  in  which  such  defendant  was  originally 
arrested,  and  the  same  shall  have  been  returned  by  such 
sheriff  unsatisfied  in  whole  or  in  part ;  and  2nd :  an  execu- 
tion against  the  body  of  the  defendant  having  at  least  fifteen 
days  between  the  teste  and  return  thereof,  shall  have  been 
issued  to  the  same  sheriff,  and  by  him  returned,  that  the 
defendant  cannot  be  found  within  his  county.'*  The  defend- 
ant's counsel  insists  that  this  statute  is  still  in  force ;  and 
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that  it  was  neccssaiy  to  allege  in  the  complaint  that  what 
it  so  requires,  had  been  done. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  these  provisions  of  the  statute  are 
still  in  force  under  section  471  of  the  Code,  as  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  Code,  and  in  substance  applicable  to  any 
action-  which  can  be  brought  upon  the  undertaking  provided 
for  in  section  187,  and*  I  am  unable  to  avoid  the  conclusion 
that  the  facts  omitted  from  the  complaint,  as  above  stated, 
are  necessary  to  show  a  cause  of  action. 

The  present  system  of  pleading  requires  the  plaintiff  in 
his  complaint  to  set  forth  the  facts  constituting  his  cause  of 
action  ;  that  is,  **  every  fact  which  the  plaintiff  must  prove  to 
enable  him  to  maintain  his  suit,  and  which  the  defendant 
lias  a  light  to  controvert  in  his  answer  "  (3  Sdd.  478).  I 
Inow  that  this  .complaint  is  in  accordance  with  the  form 
reported  to  the  legislature  by  the  commissioners  of  the  Code, 
and  adopted  by  Tiffany  &  Smith  in  their  **  New  York  Prac- 
tfoe,"  vdume  3,  page  69.  The  case  of  Benick  agt.  Orser  (4 
B08W,  389),  is  referred  to,  both  in  the  report  and  in  the  prac- 
tice, as  showing  that  the  statement  of  the  execution  against 
property  is  not  necessary.  That  was  an  action  against  the 
sheriff  for  an  escape,  and  shows  merely  that  an  execution 
against  the  body  is  not  void  by  reason  of  the  want  of  a  pre- 
vious execution  against  property,  but  only  irregular ;  and 
hence  that  the  sheriff  could  not  take  advantage  of  the  want 
of  such  execution  against  property.  But  the  case  here  is 
reiy  different  The  statute  makes  the  execution  against  pro- 
perty as  essential  to  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action  as  the  exe- 
cution against  the  body,  and  that  this  was  issued,  this  com- 
plaint in  pursuance  of  the  form  from  which  it  was  taken 
avers.  Then  section  thirty-throe,  of  the  article  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes  above  referred  to,  provides  that  "  in  such 
action  against  bail,  they  may  plead  that  execution  against 
the  property  and  against  the  body  of  the  defendant  in  the 
original  suit  were  not  issued  as  herein  directed,"  and  hence  it 
is  argued  that  the  statute  did  not  contemplate  that  these  facta 
should  be  alleged  by  the  plaintiff,  and  in  the  old  form  of 
pleading,  when  the  action  was  debt  on  tho  recognizance,  it 
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was  not  necessary  to  allege  the  issuing  of  either  ezecation 
in  the  declaration. 

The  recognizance  was  set  forth  and  the  breach  merely, 
and  h^nce  the  necessity  of  the  statutory  provision,  that  the 
omission  mentioned  might  be  pleaded  by  the  baU ;  they 
were,  however,  matters  not  of  practice  bat  of  pleading ;  and 
now,  since  the  form  of  an  action  of  debt  on  the  recognizance 
no  longer  exists,  and  the  plaintiff  is  required  to  set  forth  id 
his  complaint  every  fact  which  the  plaintiff  mudt  prove  to 
enable  him  to  maintain  his  suit,  and  which  the  defendant 
has  aright  to  controvert  in  his  answer,  it  seems  to  me  neces- 
sarily to  follow  that  not  only  the  fact  of  the  issuing  of  the 
execution  against  the  body,  but  also  the  other  fact  equally 
required  by  the  statute,  of  the  issuing  of  an  execution  against 
the  property  of  the  defendant  should  be  averred  in  the  com- 
plaint 

The  demurrer  I  think  is  well  taken,  and  must  be  sus  tained, 
with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his  complaint  upon 
payment  of  costs. 


•»• 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Frwois  Febbis,  plaintiff  in  error  agt.  The  People,  defend- 
ants in  error. 

The  act  of  1859  anthorizee  the  court  qf  general  MsaiovM  in  the  dty  and  oonnty  of 

New  York,  to  oontinne  in  eeesion  beyond  the  third  tieefc  from  its  commencement, 

which  was  the  original  limit  established  by  law. 
Sanity  is  presumed  to  be  the  normal  state  of  the  hmnan  mind,  and  it  is  never 

incombent  npon  the  prosecntion  to  give  qffirmaUve  midenoe  that  such  state 

exists  in  a  particalar  case. 
Where  an  irregularity  ocoors  in  the  drawing  qf  a  pand  qfjurore  for  a  court  of 

general  sessions,  which  works  no  ii^nry  or  pn^odioe  to  a  defendant  who  is  tried 

and  conyicted  by  such  Jnry,  a  new  trial  will  not  be  granted  on  the  ground  of 

such  irregularity. 

March  Term,  1866. 

Wbtt  of  ebbob  to  the  court  of  general  sessions  of  the  city^ 
and  conntj  of  New  York,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
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WniiAM  F.  EnrrzzNa,  Jb,.  and 
John  Aitthon,  for  plaint^  in  error. 
A.  Oaxjei  Hall,  /or  defendaTiis  in  error. 

Datibs,  G«  J.  The  plaintiff  in  error  was  indicted  and 
tried  in  the  oonrt  of  general  sessions  in  and  for  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  and  convicted  of  mnrder  in  the  first 
degree,  and  sentenced  to  death.  The  conviction  was  affirmed 
in  the  supreme  conrt,  and  the  prisoner  has  brought  his  writ 
of  error  to  this  conrt.  Three  points  or  grounds  are  pre* 
aented  and  urged  for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment : 

1st.  That  the  trial,  verdict  and  judgment  are  shown  by 
the  record  to  have  been  had  after  the  expiration  of  the  third 
week  of  the  term  of  the  general  sessions,  which,  it  is  claimed 
was  the  legal  limit  of  the  sitting  of  the  court,  unless  a  con- 
tinuance of  the  term  had  been  entered  on  the  record,  or 
upon  the  minutes  of  the  court,  and  which  it  is  assumed  was 
not  done,  as  it  does  not  appear  by  the  records  to  have  been 
done. 

2d.  That  the  court  erred  in  overruling  the  challenge  by 
(he  prisoner  to  the  array. 

3d.  That  there  was  error  in  the  charge  of  the  court  to  the 
jmy,  on  the  subject  of  insanity. 

By  the  third  section  of  the  act  to  enlarge  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  of  general  sessions  in  and  for  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York  (Laiva  of  1855,  cL  337),  it  is  declared 
that  the  appellate  court,  before  which  a  writ  of  error  may 
be  brought,  may  order  a  new  trial,  if  it  shall  be  satisfied 
that  the  Terdict  against  the  prisoner  was  against  the  weight 
oi  evidence  or  against  law,  or  that  justice  requires  a  new 
trial,  whether  any  exceptions  shall  have  been  taken  or  not 
in  the  court  below. 

The  provisions  of  this  act  make  it,  therefore,  the  impera- 
tive doty  of  this  court,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  to  examine 
carefully  the  whole  record,  and  if  satisfied  that  the  verdict 
is  against  the  evidence,  or  not  authorized  by  law,  or  if  it 
fihall  be  of  opinion  that  justice  requires  a  new  trial,  then 
the  same  shall  be  granted,  whether  or  uQt  any  exceptions 
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fihall  have  been  taken  in  the  oonrt  below.  The  whole  case 
is,  therefore,  to  be  considered  as  rea  nova^  and  the  judgment 
is  to  be  affirmed  or  reversed,  as  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion 
whether  or  not  substantial  justice  has  been  done.  The  clear 
intent  of  this  statute  is,  to  impose  on  the  appellate  court  a 
disregard  of  technicalities  and'  irregularities,  not  working 
any  prejudice  to  the  prisoner,  and  decide  the  ease  according 
to  justice  and  the  very  right  of  the  matter.  Bearing  in 
mind  these  cardinal  principles,  we  find  on  examination  of 
the  evidence  contained  in  the  record,  a  clear  case  of  taking 
humdn  life  with  premeditated  design,  wiihout  authority  of 
law,  and  under  suoh  circumstances  as  do  not  render  the  act 
excusable ;  and  such  taking  of  life,  the  statutes  of  this  state 
declare  is  murder  in  tho  first  degree.  Of  this  crime  the 
prisoner  has  been  convicted. by  a  verdict  of  the  jury,  and  if 
no  error  has  intervened  on  the  trial  prejudicial  to  tiie  accused^ 
it  is  our  duty  to  affirm  the  judgment  rendered  upon  such 
conviction. 

It  is  not,  and  could  not  be  well  urged,  that  the  verdictis 
against  the  weight  of  evidence.  The  testimony  is  aU  on  the 
side  of  the  prosecution,  except  a  single  witness,  whose  evi- 
dence will  be  hereafter  adverted  to,  and  the  jury  were  fully 
warranted  in  rendering  tho  verdict  given. 

There  remains  to  be  considered  the  objections  now  urged, 
why  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  they  will  be 
examined  in  the  order  above  stated :  1st.  Was  there  any 
fatal  irregularity  to  the  continuance  of  the  term  of  the  gen- 
eral sessions  beyond  the  three  weeks  originally  limited  for 
its  sittings. 

Under  the  revised  laws  it  was  not  lawful  for  the  general 
sessions  to  sit  longer  than  two  weeks  (2  iZ.  L.  1813,  p,  503, 
§  8).  The  Revised  Statutes  authorized  that  court  to  sit  three 
weeks  (2  Stat,  at  LargCf  p.  626,  §  31),  and  by  a  special  law 
passed  in  1846  {Laws  of  1846,  ch  21),  it  was  provided  that 
whenever  the  trial  of  a  cause  should  have  been  commenced 
in  that  court,  "  and  the  same  shall  not  be  concluded  before 
tho  expiration  of  the  term  of  that  court,  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  said  court  to  continue  in  session  until  the  conclusion 
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of  said  trial,  and  to  proceed  to  judgment,  if  they  shall  so 
deem  necessary,  in  cases  where  conviction  shall  be  had." 

Li  1859  (Laws  of  1859,  chap.  208^,  an  act  was  passed 
which  declared,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  court  of  ses- 
sions of  any  county  of  this  state  to  continue  its^"  sittings  at 
any  term  thereof  so  long  as*  it  may  be  necessary  in  the 
opinion  of  such  court  for  the  dispatch  of  any  business,  or 
the  determination  of  any  cases  that  may  be  pending  before 
such  court.  It  appears  by  the  record  in  this  case  that  the 
term  of  the  general  sessions  for  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York  commenced  on  the  first  Monday  of  February,  1865, 
and  that  the  prisoner  was  tried  on  the  18th  day  of  said 
month.  As  the  first  Monday  of  February  in  that  year  was 
the  sixth  day  of  that  month,  it  follows  that  the  present  trial 
was  not  commenced  until  the  expiration  of  the  third  week 
of  said  term.  If  the  court  of  general  sessions  of  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York  is  embraced  within  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  1859,  then  the  court  could  lawfidly  try  the  pris- 
oner, although  the  trial  was  not  conmxenced  until  after  the 
expiration  of  the  third  week  of  the  term.  This  precise  point 
arose  and  was  discussed  in  the  case  of  Louxnhurgh  agt.  Tlie 
People  (21  N,  Y.  336 J,  and  as  the  conviction  in  that  case  was 
affirmed,  the  power  of  the  court  of  general  sessions  to  sit 
beyond  the  third  week,  and  applicability  of  the  act  of  1859, 
to  the  court  of  general  session  of  New  York,  must  be  deemed 
also  to  have  been  affirmed.  It  was  said  in  the  leading 
opinion  in  that  case,  that  "  a  court  of  general  sessions  of  the 
peace  and  a  court  of  sessions  of  any  county,  are  one  and  the 
same  tribunal."  It  is  the  criminal  court  of  the  county, 
whether  held  by  the  same  or  different  magistrates  {People 
agt.  Pofw^y  14  Abbotfa  Rep.  91).  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion 
that  the  act  of  1859  authorized  the  court  of  general  sessions 
of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York  to  continue  in  session 
until  it  passed  sentence  upon  the  prisoner  in  this  case. 
That  period  was  beyond  the  three  weeks  limited  by  law.  It 
may  be  safely  asserted  that  all  the  judges  concurred  in  this 
view  of  the  application  of  the  law  of  1859.    We  must,  there- 
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fore,  hold  that  the  term  of  the  general  sessions  was  lawfully 
<M>ntmuecl  beyond  the  third  week  from  its  commencement. 

Was  there  testimony  on  the  trial  which  warranted  or  in 
any  aspect  sustained  the  defence  of  insanity?    The  only 
witness  called  to  establish  that  def  ence,  testified  on  the  direct 
examination,  that  on  the  afternoon  of  the  homicide,  and 
before  it  was  committed,  he  saw  the  prisoner  on  the  side- 
walk, on  the  top  of  the  stoop  sitting  down.    That  he  had  a 
knife  in  one  hand,  and  was  sharpening  it  on  the  edge,  on  a 
stone.    The  witness  was  then  asked,  *'  did  you  notice  any- 
thing peculiar  about  him  that  attracted  your  attention?" 
He  answered,  ^*  I  noticed  some  kind  of  madness,  or  a  kind 
ol  rolling  of  the  eyes,  as  if  he  was  having  some  words  with 
43omebody."     The  witness  spoke  to  him  and  asked  him 
where  he  had  been.    On  his  cross-examination  he  was  asked, 
you  noticed  a  kind  of  rolling  of  the  eyes  ?*'    He  rej^lied : 
Yes,  sir,  that  is  what  I  noticed,  as  if  he  was  cross  or  hay- 
ing some  words  with  somebody."    He  was  then  asked, ''  at 
that  time  did  you  think  he  was  insane?"    He  answered, 
*^  no  I  I  would  not  like  to  say  that."    He  was  then  asked, 
'**  did  the  idea  enter  your  head  that  he  was  insane?*'    He 
TepUea.  "no,  sir !  I  dH  not  regard  him  as  an  insane  man." 
The  physician  to  the  city  prison  testified,  that  he  had  never 
seen  in  the  prisoner  the  slightest  eTidence  of  insanity.    This 
evidence  wholly  failed  to  lay  any  foundation  for  the  defence 
of  insanity.    It  may  be  said  in  this  case,  as  was  said  in  that 
of  Walter  agt  TJie  People  (32  N.  Y.  147) :  "There  was  not 
a  particle  of  evidence  in  this  case  showing  the  prisoner  to 
be  insane  when  he  committed  the  homicide.    The  defence 
of  insanity  failed  utterly.    Hence  the  legal  proposition  asked 
to  be  given  to  the  jury  was  of  the  most  abstract  character, 
4md  for  this  reason  tixe  judge  was  not  called  upon  to  say 
:anything  about  it.    Sanity  is  presumed  to  be  the  normal 
state  of  the  human  mind,  and  it  is  never  incumbent  upon 
the  prosecution  to  give  affirmative  evidence  that  such  state 
exists  in  a  particular  case.'* 

What  the  learned  recorder  did  say  on  the  subject  of 
insaniiy,  although  wholly  inappropriate  to  the  case  undei 
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consideratioii,  was  unexceptionable,  and  fnllj  sustained  by 
anthoritj  and  medical  authors.  The  prisoner  suffered  no 
prejudice  tiierefrom. 

It  remains  to  eousider  the  challenge  to  the  arraj.  It  must 
be  conceded  that  the  most  culpable  irregularities  existed  in 
reference  to  the  drawing  of  the  additional  panel  of  jurors 
ordered  by  the  court  The  officers,  whose  duty  it  was  to 
attend  such  drawing,  were  clearly  guilty  of  a  great  neglect 
of  their  duty,  and  doubtless  are  liable  to  punishment 
therefor.  The  question  still  arises,  whether  any  injury  has 
resulted  to  the  prisoner,  or  has  he  been  prejudiced  thereby. 
If  we  could  see  that  by  any  possibility  this  neglect  of  duty 
on  the  part  of  those  officers  could  have  changed  the  panels, 
or  in  any  manner  have  produced  any  different  result,  we 
might  hesitate  whether  the  prisoner  should  not  have  a  new 
triaL  It  is  apparent  from  the  statutes  that  the  officers  enu- 
merated were  but  to  be  silent  spectators  to  the  drawing  of 
the  names  of  the  jtirors  from  the  jury  box.  Their  presence 
would  not  and  could  not  have  changed  a  name  drawn,  and 
ihdr  authentication  of  the  drawing,  although  required  by 
the  statute,  is  of  little  moment,  if  the  names  actually  drawn 
were  those  returned  on  the  panel.  It  is  not  alleged  that 
this  was  not  so,  and  the  subsequent  certificate  of  the  draw- 
ing attested  what  had  actually  occurred,  except  as  to  the 
fact  of  the  presence  of  the  signers,  at  the  time  the  drawing 
took  place. 

It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  this  circumstance,  resulting 
as  it  undeniably  did  in  no  injury  or  prejudice  to  the  prisoner, 
is  sufficient,  in  view  of  our  duty  xmder  the  act  of  1855,  in 
reviewing  trials  in  the  New  York  general  sessions,  to  war- 
rant us  in  granting  a  new  trial  llie  case  appears  to  have 
been  carefully  tried,  the  testimony  was  clear  and  condusiTe 
to  establish  the  guilt  of  the  prisoner,  and  every  privilege 
which  the  law  secures  to  him  would  appear  to  have  been 
extended  to  him.  No  sufficient  reasons  have  been  suggested 
for  a  reyersal  of  the  judgment,  and  it  should,  therefore,  be 
affirmed,  and  as  the  timafixed  for  the  execution  of  the  sen- 
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tence  has  passed,  the  proceedings  w31  be  remitted  to  the 
supreme  court,  to  the  end  that  it  may  direct  the  sentence  to 
be  executed  according  to  law  (Pec^  agt  tViUUt  32  N.  Y. 
723). 


•  »• 


COURT  OF  APPEALS, 

At.bkrt  Cotes  and  another,  Executors,  Ac,  respondents^ 
agt.  Andbew  R  Smith,  Minerva  E.  Wood,  Louisa  Lucan, 
and  Calvin  P.  Smith,  appellants,  and  LiAXTRA  Carroll^ 
Jane  M.  Eathbun  and  Oeorge  L.  Bathbun,  by,  £c., 
respondents. 

An  order  of  the  genenl  term  of  the  supreme  Donrt  striking  %  canse  from  ihe  cftl- 
endAT  on  motion  of  adTerse  defSendanta,  against  whom  no  appeal  from  the  judg- 
ment of  the  special  term  bad  been  taken,  is  not  appealable  to  this  coort.  So 
with  an  order  affirming  the  special  term,  denying  amotion  to  set  aside  a  Judg- 
ment for  alleged  irregnlarity.    Ji  geems  the  orders  below  were  properly  mftdo. 

This  court  will  not  on  appeal  against  the  plaintiffs  in  an  action  rsTiew  the  Judg- 
ment below,  so  far  as  it  affects  adverse  defendants  against  whom  no  appeal  was 
taken  fhnn  the  specialto  the  general  term. 

June  Term,  1866. 

This  action  was  commenced  by  the  plaintiffs,  two  of  the 
executors  of  Benjamin  Bathbnn,  to  obtain  a  judicial  con- 
struction of  his  wiU. 

The  defendants,  Laura,  JaneM.  and  George  L.,  appeared 
by  Cbuntryman  &  Moak,  and  the  defendants,  Andrew  B., 
Minerra  E.,  Calvin  P.,  and  Louisa,  by  D.  C.  Bates,  Esq. 

The  case  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Mason,  at  the 
Otsego  special  term,  in  July,  1861.  All  parties  appeared  on 
the  trial  by  their  respective  attorneys.  The  principal  ques- 
tions litigated  were :  1st.  Whether  ilie  defendant,  George  L., 
under  the  second  and  third  clauses  of  the  will,  on  arriving  at 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  took  the  accumulated  rents  of  the 
farm  called  the  Wheeler  farm ;  and,  2d.  Whether  the  defend- 
ants, Laura  and  Jane  M.,  were  entitled  to  the  interest  on 
$2,000  bequeathed  to  each  by  the  third  clause,  invested  on 

interest  by  the  plaintiflfs.    llie  defendants  represented  by 
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Mr.  Bates  claimed  the  rents  and  such  interest  went  into  the 
residaimi.  The  coort^  held  that  George  L.  took  the  rents, 
and  Laora  and  Jane  M.  were  entitled  to  such  interest. 
Judgment  was  perfected  in  Otsego  county  clerk's  office 
aooordingly,  February  5, 1864. 

The  fJTiding  of  facts  and  judgment  roll  were  filed  by  plain- 
ti&,  February  6, 1864,  and  judgment  entered  in  judgment 
book  same  day  by  clerk.  At  that  time  Countryman  &  Moak 
had  an  order  pursuant  to  rule  62  of  the  supreme  court,  allow* 
ing  Mr.  Moak,  as  guardiiGm  of  the  defendant,  George  L., 
$100  to  be  paid  out  of  the  accumulated  rents  awarded  by 
the  judgment  to  said  defendant,  George,  which  they  had 
not  filed  in  the  clerk's  office.  When  the  judgment  was 
entered,  February  6,  it  contained  blanks  for  the  insertion 
of  the  costs  of  the  different  parties.  February  6,  plaintiffs 
eenred  oopy  judgment  on  each  set  of  defendants,  and  also 
a  copy  of  their  costs  with  notice  that  they  would  be 
readjusted,  March  17.  February  9,  CSountryman  &  Moak 
filed  the  order  making  allowance  to  guardian,  when  the  clerk 
annexed  a  copy  of  the  order  to  judgment  rolL  March  12, 
defendants,  who  appeared  by  Countryman  &  Moak,  served 
a  copy  of  their  costs  on  plaintiffs  with  notice  they  would 
be  adjusted  March  17,  and  the  clerk  on  the  latter  day, 
readjusted  plaintiffs'  costs,  taxed  costs  of  Countryman  & 
Voak,  and  inserted  the  amount  in  the  blank  left  therefor  in 
entry  of  judgment,  and  also  inserted  directions  as  to  payment 
of  file  $100,  to  guardian,  out  of  accumulated  rents  and 
profits  adjudged  to  his  ward.  February  27,  defendants  who 
appeared  by  Mr.  Bates,  appealed  as  against  the  plaintiffs, 
but  not  as  against  the  other  defendants,  and  they  had  no 
knowledge  or  intimation  of  such  appeal  until  long  after  April 
13.  April  13, 1864,  Countryman  &  Moak  served  a  copy  of 
the  judgment  and  notice  of  entry  thereof  on  Mr.  Bates. 

He  did  not  appeal  as  against  Countryman  &  Moak,  but 
printed  the  case  with  judgment  roll  as  it  was,  March  17,  and 
eight  days  before  November  general  term,  1864,  served  upon 
them  and  the  plaintiffs  copy  of  such  case,  with  notice  of 
argument  thereof.    Countryman  &  Moak  moved  at  that  term 
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to  strike  the  cause  from  the  calendar  as  to  their  cEents.  Mr. 
Bates  moTed  for  leave  to  appeal  as  against  them.  The  ques- 
tion of  right  to  allow  an  appeal  was  argued,  ajid  at  Januaij 
general  term,  1865,  the  court  struck  the  cause  from  the  caI-» 
endar,  and  denied  leave  to  appeal  {See  28  How.  436). 

The  order  of  the  court  was  entered  February  1. 1865,  and 
a  copy  ti^ereof,  with  notice  of  its  enby  served  upon  tiie 
attorney  for  the  appellants  same  day. 

At  Owego  special  term  in  March,  1865,  appellant's  attomej 
made  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  and  for  leave  to 
appeal  The  court,  on  its  hearing,  denied  the  motion  to  set 
aside  the  judgment  absolutely,  and  refused  leave  to  appeal, 
on  the  ground  that  it  possessed  no  power,  and  also  that  that 
branch  of  the  motion  was  res  adjudicata.  The  appellants 
brought  an  appeal  from  that  order  to  the  general  term  of  the 
supreme  court,  where  it  was  affirmed  (29  How.  826). 

The  order  of  affirmance  was  entered  July  17, 1865,  and 
on  the  18th  a  copy  with  a  notice  of  its  entry,  was  served  on 
appellants*  attorney.  No  notice  of  appeal  to  the  general 
term  of  the  supreme  court  from  the  judgment  of  the  special 
term  of  that  court  has  ever  been  served  on  respondents, 
Laura,  Jane  M.  or  George  L.,  or  their  attorneys,  nor  have 
they  been  heard  on  any  such  appeal,  nor  has  any  case  or 
exceptions  been  served  upon  or  settled  as  against  them. 

No  general  term  of  the  supreme  court  has  made  any  order 
or  judgment  affirming,  reversing  or  modifying  the  judgment 
of  the  special  term  as  against  them,  or  in  any  manner  affect 
ing  their  rights  as  determined  by  the  special  term. 

The  appeal  by  the  appellants  against  tJie  plainiiffSf  was 
brought  on  and  affirmed  as  against  th^m. 

On  the  4th  of  December,  1865,  the  appellants  served  a 
notice  of  appeal  from  that  judgment  and  the  orders  of  the 
general  term  on  all  the  respondents'  attorneys  for  Laura, 
Jane  M.,  and  George  L.,  who  move  to  dismiss  the  appeal  as 
against  them. 

N.  0.  MoAX,  for  motion. 
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L  These  reqKmdents  haying,  after  proper  notice  and  hear- 
ing, established  their  rights  by  judgment,  they  conld  not  be 
changed  except  by  an  appeal  to  which  they  were  parties, 
witii  a  right  to  be  legally  heard,  and  to  appeal  to  this  court 
if  dissatisfied  with  the  decision  of  the  general  term.  (1 
Barb.  CL  Rep.  624;  28  How.  446,  Mason,  J. )  28  Hxyw.  448, 
Baloom,  J.;  28  How.  438-9.) 

n.  No  appeal  lies  against  these  respondents  from  the 
judgment  of  the  general  term.  Their  rights  depend  upon 
that  of  the  special  term.  They  claim  nothing  under  that 
of  the  general  term,  and  not  having  been  parties  to  it,  are 
not^  and  could  not  be  affected  by  it.  It  does  not,  and  could 
not  pass  or  attempt  to  pass  upon  their  rights.  As  between 
the  appellants  and  these  respondents  there  is  no  judgment 
of  a  general  term,  and  unless  there  is  as  against  them,  the 
judgment  of  the  special  term  is  not  reviewable  here.  (6 
Ew).  Pr.  Sep.  280 ;  3  Denio,  609  \1  N.Y.  Sep.  228 ;  2  Id. 
188 ;  6  How.  Pr.  Sep.  240 ;  15  N.  Y.  Rep.  593.) 

UL  The  order  of  the  general  term,  denying  leave  to 
appeal,  did  not  involve  the  merits  and  is  not  appealable  to 
flnacourt  (27 -Nl  F.  i2ep.  638 ;  5  JV.  Y. %).  [1  5feW.]  547 ; 
16  Abh.  Pr.  Rep.  126.) 

lY.  Nor  is  the  order  refusing  to  set  aside  the  judgment 
oa  the  ground  of  ir^gularily  fppealable.  conoeding'there 
was  one.  This  would  be  a  mere  matter  of  practice  which  this 
ocrart  cannot  review.  (29  N.  Y.  Rep.  637 ;  2  Id.  186 ;  18  Id. 
150;  16  Id.  242;  27  Id.  216;  17  Id.  72;  3  How.  Pr.  Rep. 
425.) 

Y.  Neither  of  the  orders  changes  the  form  or  substance 
of  the  judgment,  nor  does  either  affect  the  merits  of  the 
controversy  (13  N.  Y.  Rep.  597-8).  Neither  is  "  an  inter- 
mediate order  involving  the  merits,  and  necessarily  affecting 
the  judgment."    (29  N.  Y.  Rep.  637 ;  32  Id.  482.) 

The  power  to  review  an  order  in  such  a  case  is  incident  to 
a  right  to  examine  the  judgment  therein  on  appeal  from  that 
(Oxfe,  §  11,  Svb.  1).  The  principal  is  here  wanting,  and  the 
incident  cannot  exist  without  it. 

YL  Neither  of  the  orders  was  a  final  order  affecting  a  sub- 
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stantial  right,  made  on  a  sununary  appUcation  after  jndg- 
inent,  -within  subdivision  three,  of  section  eleven  of  the 
Code  :  '^  It  anj  question  of  practice  can  be  settled  in  this 
court  by  adjudication,  this  is  one."  It  was  decided  in  Sher- 
man  agt.  Fdt  (3  Sow,  Fr.  425),  that  that  provision  did  not 
refer  to  an  ordinary  motion  to  set  aside  proceedings  for 
irregularity,  or  as  a  matter  of  favor,  but  that  it  referred  to 
an  application  assuming  the  validity  of  the  judgment,  and 
based  upon  it,  which  itself  might  terminate  in  a  final  order 
in  the  nature  of  a  judgment,  such  as  an  application  for  sur- 
plus moneys  upon  a  sale  in  a  foreclosure  suit,  or  for  an  order  ^ 
of  sale  for  nonpayment  of  installment  becoming  due  subse- 
quent to  the  judgment.  The  same  construction  wat^  given 
to  that  section  of  the  Code  in  Durdop  agt.  Edwards  (3  ComsL 
341) ;  Humphrey  agt  Chamberlain  (1  Kern.  274) ;  and  Janes 
agt.  Derby  (16  N.  Y.  242) ;  Pbitt,  J.,  in  Bank  agt.  Spencer 
(18  N.  Y.  Hep.  152 ;  Id.  154).  (See  also  29  N.  Y.  Rep.  637  ; 
28  Hotv.  471 ;  and  cases  cited  under  point  V^  supra.) 

D.  C.  Bates,  for  appellants. 

I.  The  parties  to  the  action  are  properly  before  this  court. 
The  respondents  defendants,  making  this  motion,  are  the 
same  persons  who  made  the  motion  at  general  term  to  strike 
the  cause  from  the  calendar.  The  appellants  ask  now  to 
have  that  order  reviewed  on  the  appeal  from  the  judgment 
in  the  cause. 

^The  attorneys  making  this  motion,  have  included  in  the 
grounds  of  their  notice,  the  identical  points  included  in  the 
appeal  from  the  order  striking  the  cause  from  the  calendar, 
at  general  term.  The  appellants  claim,  that  they  have  the 
right  to  argue  those  questions  of  merit  and  substance,  on 
the  hearing  of  their  general  appeal,  instead  of  arguing 
them  on  the  hearing  of  this  motion. 

II.  The  notice  of  appeal  does  not  bring  three  distinct 
appeals.  It  simply  brings  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  in 
the  cause,  and  points  out  plainly  and  distinctly  tp  the  parties 
concerned,  what  orders  included  in  the  judgment-roll,  the 
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appellants  expect  to  have  reviewed.  It  has  been  decided,  or  at 
least,  the  decision  has  been  published,  since  this  appeal  was 
brought  "  that  it  is  not  material  whether  the  orders  are  men- 
tioned in  the  notice  of  appeal  or  not.  That  they  are  reviewable 
on  the  appeal  from  the  judgment "  (Sdden  agt.  Tlte  Dd,  & 
Sud.  Canal  Co.  29  N.  T.  634,  637). 

Sut  the  mere  fact  of  noticing  the  orders  as  appealed  from 
in  the  general  notice  of  appeal,  does  not  thereby  make  three 
separate  appeals. 

m.  The  undertaking  is  sufficient.  There  is  but  one 
judgment,  and  but  one  judgment  record.  The  orders 
appealed  from  are  included  therein,  and  made  a  part  thereof. 
The  undertaking  recites  the  rendering  of  the  judgment ; 
the  making  and  rendering  of  each  of  the  orders ;  is  condi- 
tioned to  pay  aU  costs  and  damages  which  may  be  awarded 
on  said  appeal  against  them,  and  also  to  pay,  in  event  of  the 
judgment  or  either  of  the  orders  being  affirmed  or  the  appeal 
dismissed,  the  amount  directed  to  be  paid  by  the  said  judg- 
ment; and  the  sureties  therein  justify  in  the  sum  of  five 
thousand  dollars  each. 

"Where  two  different  simis  of  money  were  adjudged  to 
different  defendants,  but  only  one  record  made,  and  the 
plaintiff  appealed  to  this  court :  hddy  that  only  one  under- 
taking to  pay  costs  and  damages  on  the  appecd,  in  the  sum 
of  $250  was  necessary."  (Smith  agt.  Lynes,  et  ah  2  Comat, 
569;  8.  a  4:  How.  209.) 

Even  if  it  were  defective,  the  appellants  could  amend  on 
terms  (Shermerhom  agt.  AndersoUj  1  Comst.  430). 

IV.  The  time  to  appeal  from  the  orders  is  precisely  the 
«ame  as  the  time  to  appeal  from  the  judgment.  Code  section 
331.  To  confine  the  appellant  in  an  action  to  orders  which 
might  happen  to  have  been  entered,  and  notice  thereof 
served,  within  sixty  days  next  preceding  the  entry  of  a 
judgment  directed  at  general  term,  would  work  the  grossest 
injustice. 

This  very  point  was  decided  by  the  court  for  the  correc- 
tion of  errors. 

"An  appeal  from  a  final  decree  in  a  case,  opens  for  the 
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consideration  ot  this  court,  all  prior  or  interlocntoiy  orders- 
or  decrees,  in  any  way  connected  with  the  merits  of  the  final 
decree."  (Jaqvea  agt.  M.  E.  Churchy  17  Jolvns.  548 ;  To  the 
same  ^edy  Le  Qowr  agt.  Oouveneur  et  ah  1  Jchris.  Cos.  436,. 
498.) 

V.  The  orders  are  reviewable. 

They  are  "  intermediate  orders  involying  the  merits  and 
necessarily  affecting  the  judgment." 

Whether  an  order  ''  involves  the  merits"  or  not,  is  a  ques- 
tion often  difficult  to  answer.  The  line  will,  however,  be 
found  to  run  between  such  as  dispose  of  the  rights  of  parties,, 
and  such  as  merely  regulate  the  course  of  proceeding.  The 
court  for  the  correction  of  errors  had  occasion  to  pass  upon 
this  question ;  and  the  above  distinction  will  be  found  to  rua 
through  all  their  reported  oases.  (McVickar  agt  Wolco(tj  4 
Johns.  610;  Beach  agt.  FnUon  Bavk^  2  Wend.  225;  Tripp 
agt  Cooh,  26  Wend.  143, 150, 164.) 

So  also  the  court  of  chancery.  {McCredte  agt.  Senior^  4r 
Faige,  378 ;  Sogers  agt  Patterson,  4  Paige,  450.) 

Judge  Edmonds,  in  Crvger  agt.  Douglass  (8  Barh.  81,  86), 
held  it  a  general  rule  (after  reviewing  these  authorities), 
*'  that  as  all  orders  in  the  progress  of  a  cause,  necessarily  in 
some  degree  affect  the  merits,  so  all  are  the  subject  of.  an 
appeal,  unless  they  relate  merely  to  matters  of  practice  and 
procedure,  or  next  in  distinction." 

In  Cotdes  et  al.  agt.  Cowles  (9  Bow.  361),  Justice  Mabvim 
held  that  by  section  329  of  the  Code,  an  order  striking  out 
a  portion  of  an  answer  was  an  order  "  involving  the  merits 
and  necessarily  affecting  the  judgment,"  and  as  such  review- 
able on  appeal  from  the  final  judgment. 

In  Humphery  agt.  Chamberlain  (1  Kern.  274,  276),  Denio, 
J.,  held  that  although  an  order  setting  aside  a  judgment  for 
irregularity  was  not  appealable  under  subdivision  3,  section 
11  of  the  Code,  yet  it  was  reviewable  under  the  first  subdi- 
vision of  that  section. 

This  case  is  the  one  at  bar.  The  second  order  which  th& 
appellants  ask  to  have  reviewed,  is  one  refusing  to  set  aside 
a  judgment. 
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In  Boies  agt.  Voorhees  (20  N.  T.  525),  the  court  held  that 
an  order  dismissing  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  at  special 
term,  was  appealable. 

In  The  People  SLgLN.Y.a  P..  R.  Co.  (29  N.  7. 418,423), 
on  order  dismissing  an  appeal,  made  by  the  general  term 
from  an  order  of  the  special  term,  granting  an  extra  allow- 
ance of  costs,  was  reversed  on  the  ground  that  it  was  an 
order  involving  the  merits  and  necessarily  affecting  the 
judgment. 

So  this  court  also  holds  in  respect  to  costs  in  general 
(People  agt.  Lumley^  28  How.  470). 

But  if  all  these  different  orders  before  mentioned  are 
reviewable  here,  then  how  much  greater  weight  does  the 
case  at  bar  present? 

Here  is  an  order  striking  from  the  calendar  the  appeal  at 
general  term.  The  very  merits  of  the  controversy  are 
mrolved  in  the  order  itself,  and  the  judgment  is  necessarily 
affected  to  the  extent  that,  if  the  order  is  law,  the  appellants 
are  deprived  of  their  substantial  rights. 

J.  K  DEWEV,/or  plaintiffs. 

By  the  court,  James  C.  Smith,  J.  As  the  merits  of  the 
motion  in  the  court  below  have  been  fully  discussed  in  the 
printed  brie&  submitted  to  us,  and  the  disposition  to  be  made 
(if  (he  orders  appealed  from,  will  necessarily  affect  the  appeal 
from  the  judgment,  I  propose  to  consider  the  orders  on  their 
merits,  instead  of  passing  upon  the  motion  to  dismiss  the 
appeals. 

The  motion  to  set  aside  the  judgment  for  irregularity 
was  properly  denied ;  there  was  no  irregularity  in  pro- 
coring  the  costs  to  be  adjusted  after  the  entry  of  judg- 
ment, and  the  amount  thereof  inserted  by  the  clerk  in  blanks 
left  for  that  purpose  in  the  judgment.  The  practice  i» 
authorized  by  the  Code  (§  311). 

The  order  allowing  $100  to  the  guardian  of  George  L. 
Bathbun,  docs  not  affect  the  appellants,  and  they  cannot 
question  its  regularity.    It  directs  the  allowance  to  be  paid 
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out  of  a  fund  belonging  to  tho  infant,  and  he  and  the  guardian 
ore  the  only  persons  interested  in  it.  If  the  practice  pursued 
in  obtaining  the  order  and  inserting  it,  and  the  amount  of 
costs  in  the  judgment  had  been  irregular,  as  the  appellants 
insist,  such  irregularity  would  not  have  impaired  the  judg- 
ment which  was  otherwise  vaUd. 

The  court  properly  refused  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  in 
order  to  give  the  party  further  time  to  appeal 

The  motion  to  strike  the  cause  from  the  calendar,  was 
properly  granted,  for  the  reason  that  the  interests  of  the 
defendants,  in  whose  behalf  the  motion  was  made,  were 
adverse  to  those  of  the  appellants,  and  they  were  entitled  to 
notice  of  the  appeal  {Code  §  327.) 

But  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  court  are  of  opinion 
that  the  appeals  from  the  orders  should  be  dismissed,  on  the 
ground  that  the  orders  were  made  after  judgment,  relate  to 
matters  of  practice,  and  are  not  appealable  to  this  court. 

It  results,  therefore,  that  the  only  questions  raised  by  the 
appeal  from  the  judgment,  are  those  existing  between  the 
appellants  and  the  plaintifils,  and  in  respect  to  them  no  error 
is  alleged.  Consequently,  the  question  whether  Laura  and 
Jane  are  entitled  to  interest  on  their  legacies,  and  (George 
is  entitled  to  the  rents,  are  not  before  us. 

Tho  appeals  from  the  orders  should  be  dismissed,  and  the 
judgment  affirmed. 

Ordered  accordingly. 


SUPEEME  COUBT. 

BoNALD  MacDonell,  respondent  agt.  Wheklbb  BtrFFUX, 

appellant. 

Ajuttioo  qf  the  peace  in  making  a  return  to  ui  ftppeal,  acts  ministeriaMy.  And 
ho  is  liable  for  a,  f  alee  return  to  an  appeal  for  any  damagee  which  a  party  to  sach 
appeal  may  sostain. 

Where  competent  evidence  in  oflSor^  on  the  trial,  and  rejected  by  the  Joatieo ;  and 
at  tho  time  the  Jostice  makes  hie  retnm,  or  amended  rotnm  on  appeal,  ha 
recollects  the  fact,  or  by  a  proper  effort  to  refreeh  hie  memory,  he  can  brin^ 
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the  &ct8  to  bis  recollection ;  and  if  he  intentioiuJlj  omits  or  neglects  to  use 
such  effort,  with  a  design  on  his  part  to  preyent  a  reversal  of  the  Judgment, 
tod  wholly  neglects  to  retnm  such  fact,  he  is  liable  in  an  action  of  damages  for 
%  false  return^  to  the  whole  amonnt  of  damages  which  the  appellant  maj  show 
he  has  sostained  in  consequence  of  such  false  retnm. 

The  justioe  in  such  action  cannot  sustain  his  defence,  that  his  ruling,  rejecting 
the  evidence,  if  actually  made,  was  right  under  the  pleadings ;  that  such  ori' 
d^ee  was  not  receivable  under  a  denied  answer ;  that  it  was  new  mcUter^  and 
should  have  been  pleaded ;  where  it  is  shown  that  the  action  tried  before  him 
was  one  lor  earelessly  and  negligently  running  against  the  plaintiff's  wagon, 
and  injuring  it  to  his  damage  of  $50,  the  defendant's  answer  being  a  denial 
merely ;  and  the  evidence  offered  .by  the  defendant  and  rejected  by  the  jus- 
tice, tended  to  show  that  the  negligence  on  the  pari  of  ihepiaint^  contributed 
to  (he  inftary. 

Tbaa  evidence  should  have  been  received  under  the  denial  answer,  as  it  tended 
to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  cause  of  action ;  consequently  it  was  not 
neoaseary  to  set  it  up  and  plead  it  as  new  matter. 

Argued  Feirvartf  Crenerd  Term  1864,  arid  decided  at  Erie 
Oenerdl  Term,  May^  1864. 

Brfore  Dayis,  P.  J.,  Martin,  Daniels  ayid  Groveb,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  judgment  upon  verdict,  and  also  from  order 
of  special  term  denying  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

The  action  is  for  damages  for  a  false  return  made  by  the 
defendant,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  in  an  action  wherein  one 
Xathan  Francis  was  plaintiff,  and  MacDonell  (the  present 
plaintiff)  was  defendant. 

Upon  the  trial  of  this  cause,  the  record  in  the  action  of 
Frands  against  MacDonell  was  put  in  evidence,  from  which 
it  appeared  that  the  cause  of  action  therein  alleged  was  that 
the  defendant,  MacDonell,  in  September,  1858,  at  or  near  the 
fair  ground  in  Erie  county,  ran  against  the  plaintiff's  buggy 
in  a  careless  and  negligent  maimer,  thereby  breaking  and 
marring  it  to  the  plaintiff's  damage  of  $50.  The  answer 
iras  denial 

The  cause  was  tried  in  the  justice's  court,  and  judgment 
was  rendered  agazn^  the  defendant,  MacDonell,  for  damages 
and  costs,  $11.  The  defendant  appealed  to  the  county  court. 
The  justice,  Buffnm,  made  his  return  to  the  court.  Upon 
the  application  of  MacDonell,  the  appellant,  the  county 
conrt  made  an  order  requiring  a  further  return  cmd  state- 
ment as  to  certain  matters  and  subjects  specified.  The 
sabstance  of  the  eightb  specification  was  whether  the  defend- 
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ant's  coimsel  offered  to  prove  by  one  Hamhleton  that  by  the 
roL^s  and  regulations  of  the  society  (agricultural),  the  enclos- 
ures or  track  spoken  of  by  plaintiff's  witnesses,  was  set 
.apart  for  the  exhibition  of  horses  entered  for  premiums; 
that  defendant's  horse  and  bu^y,  as  such,  were  regularly 
and  duly  entered  for  premiums  on  the  track,  and  that  at  the 
time  the  injury  occurred,  the  plaintiff  was  a  trespasser  within 
said  enclosure.  Ninths  whether  the  plaintiff's  counsel 
objected  to  the  offer,  and  the  grounds  of  the  objection,  and 
whether  or  not  the  court  sustained  such  objection,  and 
refused  to  admit  such  testimony.  Tefdhy  whether  the 
defendant  did  not  offer  to  prove  that  by  reason  of  the  plain- 
tiff'.  «gUg«»e  ^  oi«^«..  tt.  ^in«r'.  buggy'c-n. 
in  collision  with  the  defendant's  buggy,  and  injured  it  to  the 
extent  of  $25.  Eleventh,  whether  the  plaintiff's  counsel 
objected  to'  the  offer  and  the  grounds  of  the  objection,  and 
whether  the  court  sustained  such  objection,  and  refused  to 
admit  the  testimony. 

The  justice  (the  present*  defendant)  made  a  further  and 
amended  return,  and  as  to  the  eighth  specification  stated^ 
there  is  no  record  in  my  minutes  of  an  objection  to  anything 
offered  to  be  proved  by  the  witness  Hambleton  by  the 
defendant,  nor  have  I  any  recollection  of  any  such  offer  or 
objection  as  that  mentioned.  To  the  tenth,  I  have  no  recol- 
lection of  any  such  offer  or  objection,  and  have  no  record 
of  such  an  offer  or  objection.  To  the  deventhf  I  have  no 
recollection  or  record  relating  to  the  testimony  of  Hamble- 
ton, except  what  was  formerly  returned  by  me. 

The  county  court  made  a  second  order  that  the  justice 
return  definitely  and  specifically  to  the  interrogations  eighth, 
ninth,  tenth  and  eleventh,  repeating  them,  contained  in  the 
first  order. 

The  justice  returned  to  the  eighth,  that  he  had  no  recol- 
lection that  any  such  offer  was  made  by  the  attorney  for  the 
appellant  on  the  trial ;  that  he  had  no  such  offer  specified  in 
his  minutes  of  the  trial ;  and  that  he  could  not  amend  or 
return  to  the  interrogatory  more  specifically  than  he  had 
done.    To  the  ninth  interrogatory,  he  stated  that  he  did  not 
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recollect  that  the  offer  was  made ;  that  he  could  not  state 
that  there  was  any  objection  made  thereto.  To  the  tenth 
aad  eleventh ;  that  the  connsel  for  the  defendant  did  not 
make  the  offer  stated  in  the  tenth  interrogatory,  and  conse* 
qaentlj  no  objection  could  have  been  made  thereto. 

The  conntj  court  reversed  the  judgment,  and  the  plaintiff 
appealed  to  tiie  supreme  court,  which  reversed  the  judgment 
d  the  county  court,  and  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  justice. 

The  testimony  upon  this  trial  proved,  or  tended  to  prove, 
that  an  offer  was  made  by  the  defendant  in  the  justice's 
court  to  prove  by  Hambleton,  that  by  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions of  the  society,  the  enclosure  spoken  of  by  the  plaintiff's 
witnesses,  was  set  apart  for  the  exhibition  of  horses  entered 
for  preminms;  that  the  defendant's  horse  and  buggy,  as 
sach,  were  regularly  entered  for  premiums  on  the  track ;  and 
ftat  at  the  time  the  injury  occurred,  the  plaintiff  was  a  tres^ 
passer  on  the  track  within  such  enclosure ;  that  this  evidence 
vas  objected  to  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  on  the  ground 
fiiat  it  was  immaterial  and  incompetent  under  the  pleadings, 
and  that  if  plaintiff  was  a  trespasser,  it  did  not  justify  the 
defendant  in  injuring  the  plaintiff's  buggy;  and  that  the 
objection  was  sustained  by  the  justice. 

Also,  that  the  defendant  in  such  trial  before  the  justice, 
ofered  to  prove  that  by  reason  of  the  plaintiff's  neglect  and 
carelessness  at  the  time  spoken  of,  the  plaintiff's  buggy 
came  in  collision  with  defendant's  buggy,  and  injured  it  to 
the  extent  of  $25 ;  that  this  was  objected  to,  and  the  objection 
was  sustained  by  the  justice. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  evidence  was  given  tending 
to  prove  the  contrary,  or  modifying  the  character  of  the 
offers,  and  tending  to  prove  that  the  justice  made  no  decision 
thereon.  The  justice,  the  defendant  in  this  case,  was  a  witness 
in  his  own  behalf,  and  his  evidence  tended  to  prove  that  he 
did  not  understand  that  such  offers,  or  either  of  them,  were 
made,  and  if  made,  that  he  was  not  called  iipon  to  make  any 
ruling,  and  that  he  did  not  rule ;  that  he  kept  minutes,  but 
fiiey  did  not  show  any  such  offer ;  that  ho  returned  every- 
thing on  his  minutes,  and  all  that  took  place  as  he  understood 
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it  according  to  the  best  of  his  recollection ;  that  he  did  not 
intend  to  omit  anything,  and  did  not  omit  anything  that  he 
conld  recollect ;  he  was  62  years  old ;  he  had  assistance  in 
making  all  the  returns. 

The  charge  was,  that  if  the  offer  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff 
in  the  former  action  was  a  trespasser,  was  made  as  stated 
in  the  offer  as  testified  to  by  Whitney,  and  the  justice  recol- 
lected at  the  time  he  made  his  original  return,  or  either  of 
the  amended  returns,  that  such  offer  had  been  made  and 
ruled  upon,  and  rejected  by  him ;  or,  if  he  could  have  brought 
it  to  his  recollection  by  the  use  of  proper  effort  to  refresh 
his  memory,  which  effort  he  intentionally  omitted  and  neglec- 
ted to  use,  after  his  attention  had  been  specially  called  to  it 
by  the  orders  or  affidavits  served  on  him,  with  a  design  on 
his  part,  to  prevent  a  reversal,  or  secnre  an  affirmanr!>f  his 
judgment,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  and  the  amount 
should  be  $171.68.  The  defendant  excepted  as  to  the  right 
to  recover,  and  also  as  to  the  amount. 

The  court  also  charged,  that  in  determining  the  question 
whether  such  offer  had  been  made,  they  were  at  liberty 
to  consider  whether  the  offer  to  prove  that  Francis  by  his 
negligence  at  the  time  of  the  injury  complained  of,  injured 
the  defendant's  buggy,  although  that  of  itself  would  not  be 
sufficient  to  enable  the  plaiutiff  to  maintain  this  action ;  that 
if  the  jury  should  find  that  that  offer  was  made,  it  would  be 
a  circumstance  proper  for  their  consideration  in  determining 
(whether  the  other  offer  had  been  made.  This  was  excepted 
to. 

The  judge  further  stated  that  the  evidence  tended,  in  his 
opinion,  very  strongly  to  prove  that  the  offer  was  made,  and 
if  that  was  the  only  question,  he  should  feel  bound  to  direct 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.    To  this  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  defendant's  counsel  requested  the  court  to  charge 
that  the  evidence  embraced  in  the  first  offer  was  incom- 
petent under  the>answer.  Refusal  and  exception.  Also, 
that  the  evidence  so  offered  was  immaterial.  Befusal  and 
exception. 

There  are  several  other  requests  to  charge,  most  of  which 
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are  noticed  in  the  opinion.    There  was  a  verdict  lor  the 
plaintijaf  for  $171.68. 

HuxPHBEY  &  PABSOKS9  for  defendafUf  appdlani. 

Geo.  W.  Cothran  and 

Allan  MagDonell^  for  pUuntiff^^  respondent. 

L  A  justice  of  the  peace  in  making  aretum  to  an  appeal 
acts  ministexiaUj  (HaughUm  agt.  Sioarthotdf  1  Denio^  589). 

n.  To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  it  was  only  neces- 
sary to  show  that  the  return  of  the  juBtice  was  false  in  some 
material  respect. 

The  evidence  which  was  offered  and  excluded  by  the  jus- 
tice, and  which  he  refused  to  return,  was  very  material.  It 
would  have  established  a  complete  defense  to  the  action,  for 
it  would  have  shown  MacDonell  rightfully  inside  the  track 
of  the  agricultural  grounds — having  entered  his  horse  and 
buggy  for  pxemiums-and  Francis  a  trespaaser  there,  and 
that  his  own  negligence  and  misconduct  contributed  directly 
to  the  injury  he  sustained  {Hunger  agt.  Tonavxxnda  R.  B. 
Co.  4  N,  F.  349).  This  was  competent  under  a  general 
denial  {Same  autliorUy). 

HL  Tfaie  rule  of  damages  adopted  by  the  court  was  the 
correct  one ;  to  wit,  the  amount  of  the  judgment  of  the  gene- 
ral term  against  MacDonell,  and  the  amount  for  which  he 
was  liable  to  his  attorney,  and  interest  to  time  of  trial,  all 
of  which  was  properly  proven ;  and  made  out  a  complete 
cause  of  action  for  the  plaintiff. 

IV.  The  defendant's  objection  to  the  reception  of  the  first 
order  of  the  county  judge,  and  the  return  thereto  in  evidence 
on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  purport  to  be  an  order  of  any 
court,  is  not  weU  taken  for  the  reasons : 

1st.  That  the  defendant  understood  it  to  be  an  order  from 
the  county  court,  which  is  evidenced  by  his  making  an 
amended  return  thereto,  and  having  made  a  return,  he  is 
liable  for  its  falsity. 

2d.  And  even  if  the  objections  were  well  taken,  the  evi 
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<denoe  was  merely  immaterial,  the  second  order  and  retam 
thereto  covering  precisely  the  same  ground. 

y.  The  moti6n  for  non-suit  is  equally  unavailing. 

It  was  most  clearly  proven  that  the  defendant  knew  his 
return  and  amended  return  were  false,  and  it  is  so  found  by 
the  jury.  In  addition  to  the  general  requirement  of  the 
law  tiiat  he  make  a  correct  return,  his  attention  was  particu- 
larly called  to  the  matter  complained  of  by  two  several  orders 
from  the  county  court. 

It  was  not  necessary  on  this  trial  for  the  plaintiff  to  show 
ihat  the  evidence  excluded  was  true  in  fact,  or  that  it  would 
have  made  out  a  defense  to  the  action.  It  was  sufficient 
for  the  purposes  of  this  action  to  show  that  the  defendant 
knowingly  refused  to  return  material  evidence  that  had  been 
offered  on  the  trial  before  him ;  and  this  he  did.  The  motion 
for  non-suit  was  properly  denied. 

YI.  The  three  exceptions  to  the  charge,  and  the  eighth 
•exception  to  the  judge's  refusals  to  charge,  are  not  of  suf- 
ficient importance  to  require  any  argument  Upon  the 
positive  and  unequivocal  testimony  given  by  the  plaintiff, 
showing  beyond  all  dispute  that  the  testimony  was  offered, 
objected  to  and  excluded  by  the  justice  as  is  dairned,  the 
charge  is  as  favorable  for  the  defendant  as  could  be  expec- 
ted. That  the  evidence  was  offered  before  the  justice,  no 
witnesses  even  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  pretended  to 
deny ;  they  only  endeavor  to  make  it  appear  that  the  justice 
did  not  "  rule  on  it."  It  is  simply  ridiculous  to  pretend  that 
no  ruling  was  made  upon  it.  U  there  had  noi  been  any 
ruling  on  it,  why  the  necessity  of  reducing  it  to  writing,  and 
If  it  was  not  ruled  out,  why  was  it  not  given  when  the  wit- 
ness was  on  the  stand  ?  But  the  justice  does  not  pretend 
in  his  amended  return,  that  it  was  not  offered  and  excluded ; 
he  simply  **  don't  recoUect."  And  he  says,  **  I  can't  swear 
whether  he  made  any  such  offer  as  that  read  here  to-day.** 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion  that  the  judge  seems  to  have 
been  at  the  trial,  that  there  was  really  not  enough  proven 
by  the  defendant  to  amount  to  a  conflict  of  testimony.    A 
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ytxdiat  lor  the  defendant  woiddhave  been  set  aside  as  being 
ccmtnxj  to  evidence. 
The  judgment  should  therefore  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Mabtin,  J.  This  case  is  somewhat  complicated,  and  not 
entirely  free  from  difficult j. 

I  haye  no  doubt  a  justice  of  the  peace  is  liable  for  a  false 
xetnm  to  an  appeal  for  any  damages  which  a  party  to  such 
appeal  may  sustain.  In  making  the  return,  the  justice  acts 
ministerially. 

The  evidenoe  in  this  case  seems  to  have  been  fairly  sub* 
siitted  to  the  jury,  and  the  defendant  cannot  complain  of  the 
rule  which  the  learned  justice  imposed  upon  the  jury. 

The  jury,  under  the  charge,  must  have  found  that  hie  offer 
ct  evidence  was  substantially  as  claimed  by  the  plaintiff; 
and  that  it  was  rejected ;  and  also,  that  the  defendant  at  the 
time  he  made  his  return  or  amended  return,  recollected  the 
facts,  or  that  by  a  proper  effort  to  refresh  his  memory,  he 
could  have  brought  the  facts  to  his  recollection ;  and  that 
he  inttotionally  omitted  or  neglected  to  use  such  effort,  with 
a  design  on  his  part,  to  prevent  a  reversal  of  the  judgment. 

This  rule  was  sufficiently  restricted  and  &vorable  to  the 
dejffndant. 

Assuming  that  the  offered  evidence,  if  received  and  given, 
would  have  constituted  a  defense,  it  was  clearly  error  to 
reject  it,  if  it  was  admissible  under  the  pleadiags ;  and,  of 
coarse,  such  error  would  have  caused  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment,  and  the  defendant  would  have  been  relieved  from 
the  judgment  of  the  justice,  and  the  costs  upon  appeal,  and 
voidd  have  recovered  costs.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that 
flie  measure  of  damages  adopted  by  the  court  was  correct, 
assuming  that  the  action  was  maintainable. 

This  brings  ns  to  the  important  question  of  the  case.  The 
defendant's  counsel  claims  that  the  ruling  of  the  justice, 
rejecting  the  evidence,  if  actually  made,  was  right  under  the 
pleadings ;  that  such  evidence  was  not  receivable  under  a 
dadcd  answer ;  that  it  was  new  matter,  and  should  have  been 
pleaded. 

Yon.  Tnnrr,  .  u 
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If  tills  position  is  correct,  the  judgment  must  be  reversed, 
for  the  plabtMf  has  not  been  injured  by  the  retnm. 

I  am  not  able  to  assent  to  this  proposition.  It  is  well 
settled  law,  that  a  plamtiff  cannot  recover  damages  in  an 
action  for  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  if  his  own  negli- 
gence contributed  to  the  injury.  The  gravamen  of  his  action 
is  that  he  sustained  damages,  by  reason  of  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant,  not  by  reason  of  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant  avd  Idmsdf,  His  complaint  avers  that  the  damage 
was  by  reason  of  the  neglii^ence  of  the  defendant.  This 
averment  is  put  in  issue  IX  denial  answer,  and  if  the 
facts  put  in  evidence  by  the  plaintiff  do  not  show  his  negli- 
gence, I  think  the  defendant  may,  if  he  can,  prove  such, 
negligence,  and  thus  negative  the  complaint.  It  is  not  new 
matter,  admitting  the  cause  of  action  and  avoiding  it,  but  it 
is  matter  showing  that  the  pkinti£f  never  had  any  cause  of 
action. . 

As  the  plaintiff  must  be  free  from  fault,  some  of  the  cases 
intimate  that  he  must  prove  affirmatively  that  he  was  without 
fault,  and  that  it  must  so  appear  from  his  evidence.**!  doubt 
this,  for  the  reason  that  the  law  will  not  presume  fault  to 
any  one,  and  although  it  must  appear  from  the  complaint 
that  the  injury  resulted  from  the  negligence  of  the  defendant, 
the  law  will  presume  both  parties  free  from  negligence  until 
the  testimony  overcomes  the  presumption.  Hence  the  plain- 
tiff must  plrove  the  negligence  of  the  'defendant,  and  as. to 
his  own  negligence,  if  it  is  not  made  to  appear  by  the  testi- 
mony he. gives  (as  it  generally  is),  he  may  rely  upon  the 
presumption  of  his  innocence,  and  leave  the  defendant  to 
answer  the  presumption  by  evidence.  All  the  evidence  is 
pertinent  to  the  question  whether  there  ever  was  a  cause  of 
action. 

The  general  rule  in  Stoddard  agt.  Onondaga  Annual  Con-- 
ference  (12  Barb.  576),  referred  to  by  counsel,  "that  new 
matter  constituting  a  defense,  under  the  Code,  must  be  taken 
to  mean,  some  fact,  which  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  prove, 
in  order  to  make  out  his  cause  of  action,  and  which  goes  in 
avoidance  or  discharge  of  the  cause  of  action  alleged  in  the 
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complaint/*  is  sound  enonglu  Whatever^  as  eyidence,  the 
kwpiesomes  in  one's  fayor,  need  not  be  otherwise  proved, 
bat  it  ma  J,  unless  the  presumption  is  conclnsiyey  be  dis- 
proTed,  or  the  presumption  be  rebutted  by  eyidence.  Plead- 
ing new  matter  as  a  defense,  pre-supposes  that  a  cause  of 
action  once  existed,  and  the  new  matter  is  to  defeat  it.  Now, 
in  tins  case,  if  in  truth  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  con* 
bibnted  to  the  injury,  the  pkintiff  neyer  had  a  cause  of 
adaon. 
I  am  satisfied  that  the  eyidence  offered  should  haye  been 

» 

leceiyed  under  the  denial  answer,  and  had  it  appeared  by 
the  reim!n  that  it  was  offered  and  rejected,  the  judgment  of 
ihe  JTisticemust  haye  been  reversed,  and  the  defendsoit  would 
kye  been  reUeved  from  it  and  &e  costs,  and  hence  to  subh 
extent  he  sustained  damage  by  reason  of  the  false  return. 
And  this  is  an  answer  to  the  position  of  the  defendant,  that 
it  was  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  on  this  trial  to  prove  the 
actual  existence  of  the  facts  offered  to  be  proved  on  the  trial 
before  the  justice.  If  it  was  error  to  reject  the  offer,  the 
appellate  court  cannot  inquire  whether  the  party  making 
the  offer  could  have  given  the  evidence. 

There  were  several  requests  to  charge  and  refusals,  or 
refnsals  with  explanations  and  exceptions  taken.  I  have 
examined  them,  and  think  that  none  of  the  exceptions  were 
veil  taken.  The  court  might  well  have  held  that  the  evi-  . 
dence  as  offered  would  have  constituted  a  defense.  But  it  was 
entirely  correct  to  charge  that  if  the'evidence  would  have 
tended  to  establish  a  defense,  it  should  have  been  received. 
And  also,  the  proposition,  that  unless  the  evidence  offered 
wonld  have  tended  to  establish  a  defense,  there  could  be  no 
recovery. 

That  part  of  the  charge  relating  to  the  offer  to  prove  that 
the  plaintiff  by  his  negligence,  injured  defendant's  buggy, 
was  not  objectionable.  The  jury  were  told  that  such  evi- 
dence would  not  be  sufficient  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  main- 
tain Us  action,  but  if  the  jury  were  satisfied  it  was  made,  it 
would  be  a  circumstance  proper  for  consideration  in  deter- 
loining  whether  the  other  offer  was  not  made ;  in  other  words, 
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oonsider  all  the  oirciiiiiBtanoes  in  eTidenoe,  and  say  whether 
{he  offer,  the  rejection  of  which  was  error,  was  made. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  think  the  judgment  mnst  be  aflSrmed, 
and  the  order  denying  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  must  be 
affirmed,  with  costs. 

All  the  justices  concnrring,  judgment  affirmed 
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The  pcmetolih^  court  UitJlom€unendment8  to  pl^^  been  enlar^  tj 

the  Code.  The  aot  conoeniiiig  amendment$  and  JeqfaiU^  peased  in  1788;  and 
hioorporated  into  the  Revised  Lawa  of  1813,  gave  tiie  same  general  power;  and 
the  BeTiaed  Statatea  allowed  amendments  either  in  fonn  or  mtbttance,  tm  the 
fiirkheranoe  of  Jnstioe. 

Heither  at  oommon  law,  nor'  nnder  any  of  the  previoDs  statates,  did  the  ooorta 
ever  claim  the  power,  to  allow  an  amendment  to  any  existing  pleading,  by  the 
insertion  of  a  new  and  difererU  ccmb$  qf  action  or  dtfenm, 

The  dsose  of  the  Code  which  aUows  an  amendment "  by  inserting  other  allega- 
tions material  to  the  case,*'  does  not  extend  the  power  oyer  amendments  setting 
fiirth  a  new  oauae  of  action  or  dtfense. 

An  amendmeni  is  the  correction  of  some  error  or  mistake  in  a  pleading  alread  j 
before  the  conrt,  and  there  mnst  therefore  be  something  to  amend  by.  Whereas, 
the  insertion  of  fkcts  constituting  a  new  cause  qf  action  or  dtfenae,  would  be  a 
nMihUed  pleading,  and  not  an  amendment  of  an  existing  pleading.  There 
are  no  cases  which  ftamish  »  satisfactory  reason  for  holding  such  an  amendment 
to  be  within  the  power  of  the  eonrt  to  grant. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  Code  increasing  the  power  of  amendment  beyond  thai 
which  had  prerionslybeen  exercised  by  the  coort,  and  the  decisions  prior  to  the 
Oode  should  preyaiL 

Section  272  of  the  Oode  proyides  that  rrferees  "  shall  haye  the  same  power  to 
grant  adjonmments  and  to  allow  amendments  to  any  pleadings,  and  to  the  sum- 
mons, as  the  cotiH  tgpon  such  triaH,  xxpoD.  the  same  terms  and  with  the  like 
effiMst.** 

The  words  "  as  the  conrt  upon  sndh  trial**  inserted  in  this  section  would  seem  to 
be  nnneoessary,  inasmuch  as  the  court  has  no  other  greater  or  less  power  "  apon 
the  trial,**  in  respect  to  amendments  than  at  special  term,  or  in  banc,  or  other, 
wise. 

There  is  no  distinction  between  the  powers  of  the  court  while  sitting  in  different 
branches.  It  is  enough  that  the  court  may  amend  any  pleading,  and  that  tbe 
power  is  not  limited  to  any  branch  or  part  of  the  tribunal.  All  the  powers  of 
the  court  maybe  exercised  by.a  single  Judge  while  sitting  as  a  court,  except 
when  the  power  is  ooniined  to  the  court  as  a  oolleotiye  body.  Ill  statntea  oon- 
farring  Jurisdiction  giye  it  to  the  oourt,  and  not  to  the  members  composing  tb» 
tribnnaL 
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Tbenk  no  doubt  that  m  regards  the  aUowaaoe  of  ammdlmeni$  qfjieadingt^ » 
jndgvpraaidizig  at  the  trial  of  a  caaae  with  a  jury  poflMSsee  all  the  powers  off 
thfleonrt,  SDd  can  allow  them  in  the  same  mamer  and  with  the  like  eiEBOt  as 
the  ooDii  sitting  in  any  other  organised  form. 

Jl^erees  ire  no  longer  oiBcera  of,  or  nnder  the  control  of  the  ooort.  Theybecoms 
bji^pointment  an  independent  triJlnmcd  having  each  powers  as  are  giTen  by 
fltitofee,  tod  their  deoisions  are  reTiewable  only  on  a^ppeoL  from  their  Judgments. 

S^trees  now  poaaese  aU  the  powers  of  the  coort,  and  their  aUowanoeor  disallow- 
mce  of  sn  amendment  can  only  be  reviewed,  if  reviewable  at  sU,  in  the  mafr> 
ner  oUier  dedsionB  are  reviewed  on  c^ppeaL 

Board  January  Oenercd  Temty  1866. 

B^ore  Babboub,  Monell  and  Qasvis,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  an  order  denying  a  motion  at  special  term 
for  leave  to  amend  the  answer. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  last  of  several 
installments  claimed  to  be  due  upon  a  contract  for  building  a 
Biore,  and  also  for  extra  work  done  thereon.  The  complaint 
set  out  the  contract  which  provided,  amongst  other  tiungs, 
iliat  alterations  or  additions  might  be  made  which  were  to 
be  paid  for ;  that  the  building  should  be  finished  by  the 
first  of  November,  and  in  default  a  deductioii  of  sixty  dollars 
a  day  might  be  made  out  of  the  last  installment ;  that  the 
work  should  be  done  according  to  the  plans  and  specifica- 
tions of  the  architect  named,  in  a  good,  workmanlike  and 
flobstantial  manner,  and  of  good,  proper  and  sufficient  mate- 
lials,  and  that  the  last  installment  of  thp  contract  price 
flhonld  be  paid  on  completion  of  the  building. 

Ike  answer  admitted  the  contract  and  that  aLterations 
irere  made,  but  paid  for  as  done ;  denied  performance  of  the 
contract  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  ifras  not 
entilied  to  reeoTer  the  last  installment. 

The  action  was  referred  to  a  referee  to  hear  and  determine 
ftD  the  issues.  While  the  trial  was  pending  before  the  referee, 
Qie  defendant  moved  the  referee  for  leave  to  amend  his 
answer. 

The  proposed  amendments  were  allegations  that  the  build- 
iDg  was  not  erected  in  accordance  with  the  contract  and 
specifications,  nor  in  a  good,  substantial  and  workmanlike 
iiaimer.  That  the  plaintiff  used  in  the  construction  thereof, 
materials  of  an  inferior  quality,  and  in  less  quantities  than 
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reqtured  by  the  contract.  That  the  plamtifiF  failed  to  finifih 
the  building  by  the  first  of  November,  whereby  the  defend- 
ant was  entitled  to  deduct  from  the  last  installment  the  sum 
of  sixty  dollars  a  day  for  every  day  thereafter.  Thitt  by 
reason  of  the  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  complete  said  build- 
ing by  the  time  aforesaid,  the  defendant  had  sustained  dam- 
ages. That  the  plaintiff  used  in  the  construction  of  said 
building  a  large  quantity  of  brick,  belonging  to  the  defend- 
ant, the  value  of  which  the  defendant  claimed  to  recover 
from  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  demanded  an  additional 
'^judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  the  damages  sustained 
by  him  as  aforesaid  and  for  his  coimter-claim.'* 

The  referee  denied  the  motion,  whereupon  the  defendant 
moved  before  Mr.  Justice  Monell,  at  special  term,  for  leave 
to  amend  his  answer  in  the  manner  before  stated. 

The  justice  denied  the  motion,  and  the  defendant  appealed. 

J.  TowNSHEin),/or  appellant,  defendant. 
L.  A.  LocKWOOD, /or  respondeni,  pUmdiff. 

By  the  Ccmrty  Monell,  J.  When  this  case  was  before  me 
at  special  term,  I  entertained  the  opinion,  and  so  held,  that 
by  recent  amendments  of  the  Code,  referees  possess  all  the 
powers  of  the  court  in  granting  amendments  of  pleadings, 
and  that  the  referee -in  this  case,  having  denied  the  appli- 
cation made  to  him  to  amend  the  answer,  his  decision,  if 
reviewable  at  all,  could  only  be  on  appeal  from  the  judgment. 

A  more  careful  examination  of  the  subject,  since  the  argu- 
ment of  this  appeal,  has  confirmed  my  opinion. 

The  power  of  the  court  to  allow  amendments  to  pleadings 
has  not  been  erdarged  by  the  Code.  The  act  concerning 
amendments  and  jeofails,  passed  in  1788,  and  incorporated 
into  the  Bevised  Laws  of  1813  (1  JR.  L.  117),  gave  the  same 
general  power,  and  the  Bevised  Statutes  (2  JB.  S.  441,  §  1), 
allowed  amendments,  either  in  form  or  svbstanjcef  for  the  fur- 
therance of  justice. 

The  173d  section  of  the  Code  is  not  more  comprehensive 
than  either  of  the  statutes  referred  to,  and  the  only  part  of 
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the  section  which  it  is  daimed  enlarges  the  power,  is*  in 
allowing  other  allegations,  ^^maJtericH  to  tlie  case^**  to  be 
inserted  (Bearddey  agt.  Stover j  7  How.  Fr.  li.  294). 

Neither  at  common  law,  nor  imder  any  of  the  preyions 
statates,  did  the  courts  ever  claim  the  power  to  allow  an 
amendment  to  an  existing  pleading,  by  the  insertion  of  a 
a  new  and  differeni  cause  (f  adioii  or  defense.  {Sackett  agt. 
Thompson,  2  J.  B.  206 ;  Heiveahoff  agt.  Jf iBer,  Id.  295 ;  Trin- 
(feragt,  Durardj  5  Wend.  72;  fViUiams  agt.  Cooper ,  1  HiU 
637.)  In  Trinder  agt.  Durante  it  is  said,  that  the  Beyised 
Statates,  which  in  hroad  terms  gives  the  power,  were  not 
intended  to  change  the  practice,  which  before  was  usual  as 
to  amendments. 

Under  the  Code,  however,  in  a  few  cases,  it  has  been  held 
that  the  court  has  power  to  allow  as  an  amendment,  the 
insertion  of  a  new  cause  of  action.  {Beardsley  agt.  Stover^ 
sup,;  T.  &  R.  B.  Co.  agt.  TibbUs,  11  How.  Pr.  B.  168 ;  Union 
Bank  agt.  Mott,  19  Id.  267.) 

The  clause  of  the  Code  which  allows  an  amendment,  "  by 
inserting  other  allegations  material  to  the  case,''  does  not,  in 
mj  opinion,  extend  the  power  over  amendments  setting  forth 
a  new  cause  of  action  or  defense.  What  is  the  *'  case  ?  Is 
it  not  the  facts  stated  in  the  pleading,  as  constituting  the 
canse  of  action  or  defense  ?  Clearly,  it  is ;  then  the  allega- 
tions proposed  to  be  inserted  miust  be  material  to  the 
^'case"  already  made,  and  not  merely  material  to  another 
and  wholly  different  case.  « 

An  amendment  is  the  correction  of  some  error  or  mistake 
in  a  pleading  already  before  the  court,  and  there  must,  there- 
fore, be  something  to  amend  by,  whereas,  the  insertion  of 
bets  constituting  a  new  cause  of  action  or  defense,  would  be 
a  substituted  pleading,  and  not  an  ameruimefni  of  an  existing 
pleading. 

The  cases  referred  to  furnish  no  satisfactory  reason  for 
holding  such  an  amendment  to  be  within  the  power  of  the 
court  to  grant.  In  two  of  the  cases  {T.  &  B.  B.  B.  Co.  agt. 
TiUnis,  and  Union  Bank  agi  MoU),  it  is  in  effect  merely 
ommei  that  the  court  has  the  power,  and  in  the  other  case 


16g  KEW  YOBX  PBAOnOE  HEPOBIB. 

Woodruff  agt.  Dickie. 

(Bearddey  agt.  Stover)  ^  a  criticism  is  attempted  on  the  seotios 
of  the  Code  which  it  was  thought  would  aid  in  interpreting^ 
the  statute  and  cover  the  point  decided.  The  amendment 
of  the  section  in  1851,  added  the  words  to  the  last  clause, 
"  when  the  amendment  does  not  change  substantiallj  tiie 
claim  or  defence/*  and  it  was  said,  that  the  amendment  was 
restricted  to  the  power  to  conform  the  pleadings  to  the  facts 
proved.  The  limitation  in  the  last  clause,  to  amendments 
which  do  not  change  the  claim  or  defense,  does  not  either  in 
terms,  or  by  implication,  enlarge  the  power  as  to  other 
amendments,  and  as  there  is  nothing  in  the  section  increas- 
ing the  power,  beyond  that  which  had  previously  been  exer* 
cised  by  the  court,  the  decisions  prior  to  the  Code  should 
prevail. 

This  is  expressly  recognized  in  Ooming  agt.  Ooming  (6  Ni 
T.  i?.,  2  Sdd.  97, 105) ;  Walters  agt.  Bemett  (16  N.  Y.  R. 
250) ;  Whitcomb  agt.  Hungerford  (42  Barb.  177) ;  Davis  agt. 
Mayor,  &c.  of  N.  T.  (14  N.  Y.  R.  506).  In  the  last  case  the 
power  to  amend  is  discussed,  and  it  was  held,  that  the  court 
has  not  the  power  to  add  new  parties. 

It  is  provided  by  the  statute  that  referees  '^  shall  have  the 
same  power  to  grant  adjournments,  and  to  allow  amendments 
to  any  pleading  *  *  ^  as  the  court  t(pon«2<c%  ^rtoZ,  upon 
the  same  terms,  and  with  the  like  effect "  {Code  §  272) 

A  distinction  has  been  attempted  to  be  drawn  between  the 
powers  of  the  court  while  sitting  in  different  branches  of 
the  same  tribunal ;  and  it  is  said  that  a  judge  at  the  trial, 
has  not  the  same  power  to  grant  amendments  as  is  possessed 
by  the  court.  {Gases  cited  supra;  and  per  Gbat,  J.  Everd^ 
agt.  Vendryes,  19  N.  Y.  R.  439.) 

The  Code  makes  no  such  distin:ction ;  nor  can  there  be 
Huch  a  distinction  under  the  present  organization  of  the  courts* 

The  173d  section  gives  the  power  of  amendment  to  th^ 
court.  It  does  not  mean  the  court  sitting  in  banc,  nor  a& 
special  term,  but  the  court  wherever  it  may  be,  and  wfafle> 
exercising  its  functions  as  a  court.  Has  it  ever  been  doubted, 
that  a  judge  sitting  at  nisi  prius  may  allow  an  amendme8]t& 
of  a  pleading?    I  think  not    Yet  the  Code  gives  power  to^ 


NBW  TOBK  FBAOnODB  BEPOBiia  1591 

Woodruff  agi.  Dickie. 

the  court  only,  and  not  to  the  judge.  Has  a  judge  at  speeiaf 
torn,  held  for  hearing  motions,  any  greater  power  than  a 
judge  at  special  term  for  the  trUd  of  actions  with  a  jury?* 
Certainly  not  All  issues  are  triable  at  a  special  term,  either 
with  or  without  a  jury,  and  in  either  case  the  same  general 
functtons  are  exercised.  A  court  requires  merely  the  presenc^^ 
of  the  judges,  or  a  competent  number  of  them,  and  a  derk;: 
that  constitutes  the  index,  or  in  corporal  being  caUed  a. 
court. 

And  it  is  well  settled,  that  unless  the  statute  in  conferring: 
a  power,  makes  a  distinction  between  the  powers  of  a  judges 
and  the  court,  no  distinction  can  exist  (SmeeUm  agt.  CoRierp, 
lJ2c.J?.459). 

AU  the  powers  of  the  court  may  be  exercised  by  a  single^ 
judge  while  sitting  as  a  court,  except  where  the  power  i» 
confined  to  the  court  as  a  collective  body.  A  single  judge* 
niay  hold  a  circuit  or  special  term.  He  can  preserve  order.. 
p.d8hcontempi»,hearLddecidecase8.  He  does  this  tmder 
the  power  given  to  the  court,  and  not  to  him  as  a  judges 
fliereof ;  and  all  statutes  conferring  jurisdiction,  give  it  to 
the  court,  andnottotiie  members  composing  thetribunaL 
In  the  cases  referred  to,  the  question  is  rather  assumed^ 
than  considered. 

Li  Woodruff^  agt.  Hurson^  it  was  held  that  the  amendment 
contemplated  a  new  defense  j^ro  tanto,  and  was  not  allowa- 
ble. And  Everett  agt.  Vendryes  was  put  on  the  same  ground  7 
and  the  remark  of  the  judge,  that  the  application  to  amend 
**  at  tiie  trial,"  was  properly  denied,  amounts  to  nothing. 

In  N,  Y.  MarUe  Works  agt.  Smith  (4  Dver,  362),  it  wa» 
doubted  if  the  court  had  the  power  to  allow  an  amendment- 
at  the  trudf  letting  in  an  entirely  new  defense.  But  the  point- 
was  not  decided,  as  the  court  held  that  the  granting  or 
refasing  leave  'was  discretionary,  and  not  the  subject  of  axk. 
exception.  And  in  BcbSina  agt.  Richardson  (2  Bosw.  248),  a. 
similar  doubt  is  su^ested. 

In  none  of  these  cases,  or  any  of  the  cases  I  have  f  oun^ 
"viQi  a  single  exception,  is  any  reason  famished  for  the  sup- 
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posed  distinction ;  and  the  suggestion  or  doubt  thrown  out, 
was  not  necessary  for  the  decision  of  the  case. 

It*  is  enough  that  the  court  may  amend  any  pleading,  and 
that  the  power  is  not  limited  to  any  branch  or  part  of  the 
tribunal.  Convenience  may  require  the  adoption  of  a  prac- 
tice designating  the  place  where  all  applications  to  the  court 
may  be  made.  But  the  statute  makes  no  such  designation, 
nor  does  it  make  any  distinction  in  the  power,  or  the  right 
to  exercise  the  power  of  the  court,  between  its  diflferent 
branches  or  parts. 

In  the  case  of  Tlie  Union  Bq^nk  agt.  Mott  (18  How.  Pr.  R. 
506),  the  learned  justice  who  decided  that  case  at  special 
term,  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  170th  section  of  the  Code, 
alone  gave  power  to  allow  amendments  at  the  trial.  That 
section,  in  conjunction  with  the  one  immediately  preceding 
it,  has  reference  to  variances  between  the  pleadings  and 
proofs,  and  authorizes  the  court  to  direct  the  facts  to  be 
found  according  to  the  evidence  (in  other  words  to  disregard 
an  immaterial  variance),  or  to  order  an  immediate  amend- 
ment of  the  pleadings.  Nothing  is  said  in  either  section 
about  this  being  done  at  the  trialy  and  although  questions 
of  variance  will  naturally,  and  perhaps  exclusively  arise  on 
the  trial,  there  is  nothing,  that  I  can  find,  to  prevent  the 
court  from  allowing  an  amendment  under  that  section  at 
another  time.  Besides,  the  power  to  conform  the  pleadings 
to  the  facts  proved  under  section  173,  must  usually  be  exer- 
cised at  the  trial. 

In  Cayuga  County  Bank  agt.  Wardm  (2  Sdd.  19,  27),  an 
amendment  ai  tJie  trial  under  section  149,  now  section  173  of 
the  Code,  was  sustained.  And  in  Davis  agt.  Tlie  May  or  ^ 
&c.  of  N.  y.  {8upra)y  the  amendment  was  made  at  the  ixial 
under  section  173,  and  was  disallowed  only  because  there 
was  no  power  to  add  parties. 

In  view  of  all  these  sections,  therefore,  there  is  not,  in  my 
opinion,  any  doubt  that  as  regards  the  allowance  of  amend- 
ments of  pleadings,  a  judge  presiding  at  the  trial  of  a  cause 
with  a  jury,  possesses  all  the  powers  of  the  court,  and  can 
allow  them  in  the  same  manner,  and  with  the  like  efTect  as 
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the  court  sitting  in  any  other  organized  form.  If  I  am  cor- 
rect in  this,  then  the  words  used  in  the  272d  section,  giving 
to  referees  the  same  power  "  as  the  court  upon  such  trial/' 
would  seem  to  be  unnecessary,  inasmuch  as  the  court  has 
BO  other  greater  or  less  power  '^upon  the  trial"  in  respect 
to.  ^imendments,  than  at  special  term,  or  in  hanCy  or  other- 
wise. 

Beferees  are  no  longer  officers  of,  or  under  the  control  of 
the  court.  They  become  by  appointment,  an  independent 
tribunal  having  such  powers  as  are  given  by  statute,  and 
their  decisions  are  reviewable  only  on  appeal  from  their 
judgments. 

The  legislature  has  from  time  to  time,  increased  the  powers, 
and  added  to  the  dignity  of  this  tribunal ;  and  it  was  the 
plain  intention  of  the  legislature,  it  seems  to  me,  that  it 
should  possess  all  the  powers,  and  exercise  all  the  functions 
of  a  court,  independently  and  without  accountabihty  to  any 
other  tribunal ;  and  that  its  decisions  should  be  subject  to 
review,  only  on  appeal 

In  this  view,  notwithstanding  the  peculiarity  of  the  lan- 
guage of  the  272d  section,  I  am  of  the  opinion,  that  referees 
now  possess  all  the  powers  of  the  court ;  and  their  allowance 
or  disaUowance  of  an  amendment  can  only  be  reviewed,  if 
reviewable  at  aU,  in  the  manner  other  decisions  are  reviewed 
on  appeal. 

I  am  in  favor,  therefore,  of  affirming  the  order,  but  with- 
out costs  to  either  party,  as  the  question  is  new. 

The  effect  of  this  affirmance  will  leave  the  appellant  at 
liberty  to  renew  his  motion  to  the  referee,  under  this  exposi- 
tion of  his  power  to  aUow  the  amendment. 
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AlLEN  S.  Caxfbell,  appellant  agt  Saicuel  F.  (Towdbxt 
executor,  Ac.  of  Mabt  S.  Fish,  deceased,  respondent 

Wliere  there  is  no  proTiakm  in*  will  apeoifymg  the  time  when  a  legacy  shall  be 

paid,  it  is  payable  one  year  from  Ihe  Ume  of  granting  leUer$  tettammlary  or 

adminittraUon, 
But  the  legatee,  in  sneh  ease,  has  a  sight  to  the  intemt  en,  the  legaejr  after  one 

year  from  ihe  deatk  of  the  leeUUor  or  mteetale.   The  old  nUe  in  equity  is  stOl 

in  force  gorening  the  payment  of  interest  in  sooh  oases. 

New  York  Oeneral  Term^  November,  1865. 

Btfore  Inobahax,  P.  J.,  Babnabd  <md  Leokabd,  Justices. 

Mab7  S.  Fish  died  18th  March,  1862,  leaving  a  last  will 
and  testament,  dated  October  14, 1866,  and  a  codicil,  dated 
November,  1856.  By  her  will,  after  devising  and  beqaeath- 
ing  to  the  appellant  certain  real  estate,  household  fnmitore, 
&c.f  she  devises  and  bequeaths  to  her  executors,  and  the  sur- 
vivors of  them,  all  the  residue  of  her  estate,  real  and  per- 
sonal, in  trust,  to  sell  herreal  estate  as  soon  after  her  decease 
as  convenientlj  may  be,  and  to  convert  into  money  all  her 
personal  estate,  and  until  sale  of  her  real  estate  to  collect 
th^  rents  thereof,  and  out  of  the  rents  and  the  proceeds 
arising  from  the  sale  of  her  real  estate,  in  the  first  place,  to 
pay  her  debts  and  funeral  expenses  as  soon  after  her  decease 
as  conveniently  may  be,  and  in  the  second  place,  to  pay  to 
the  appellant  116,000,  which  sum  she  devised  and  bequeathed 
to  him,  such  payment  to  be  made  in  bank  stock  at  its  market 
value,  or  in  cash,  if  appellant  so  elected ;  then  after  giving 
$1,000  to  Charlotte  Smith,  a  colored  woman,  she  directs 
that  the  residue  of  her  estate  be  divided  into  seven  equal 
parts,  and  to  be  distributed  among  certain  persons  who  were 
children  and  grandchildren  of  a  deceased  sister  of  the  tes- 
tatrix. 

She  appoints  the  respondent  and  others  executors. 

By  the  codicil  to  l^er  will,  she  gives  and  devises  to  the 
appellant,  in  addition  to  the  above  sum  of  $15,000,  the 
further  sum  of  $6,000,  making  altogether  the  sum  $20,000,  to 
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be  paid  to  him  in  cash  before  any  payment  should  be  made 
to  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever. 

The  will  and  codicil  were  proponnded  for  probate  by  the 
respondent,  on  the  26Ch  March,  1862.  The  probate  was 
opposed  and  contested  by  the  residuary  legatees  and  deyisees. 
In  conseqaence  of  sach  opposition,  the  will  was  not  admit- 
ted to  probate  tmtil  the  29th  February,  1864,  when  letteis 
were  issued  to  reefpondent,  the  sole  surviving  executor. 

On  the  Slst  May,  1866,  the  surrogate,  on  the  application 
of  appellant,  issued  a  citation  to  the  respondent,  requiring 
him  to  account,  or  that  he  admit  assets  sufficient  to  pay  the 
legacies  to  the  appellant,  with  interest  from  13th  March, 
1863,  and  if  he  admit  sufficient  assets,  then  that  he  show 
cause  why  said  legacies  and  interest  should  not  be  paid 

The  citation  was  served  on  respondent,  and  on  the  return 
day  he  filed  a  written  admission  of  sufficient  assets,  and 
sabmitted  to  the  surrogate  whether  interest  on  said  legacies 
must  be  paid  from  the  period  commencing  at  the  expiration 
of  one  year  from  March  13, 1862  (the  day  of  the  death  of 
Mrs.  IPiah),  or  the  period  commencing  at  the  expiration 
of  one  year  from.  February  28th,  1864  (the  day  letteis  testa- 
mentary were  issued.) 

The  surrogate  decided  that  the  appellant  was  entitled  to 
interest  on  the  legacies  from  the  1st  March,  1865,  being  one 
year  from  the  issuing  of  letters ;  and  denied  the  application 
of  the  appellant  for  the  payment  of  interest  from  the  13th 
March,  1863,  being  one  year  from  the  day  of  the  death  of 
the  testatrix  {Opinum  of  Surrogaie^foL  61). 

An  order  having  been  entered  iQ  conformity  with  the 
decision  of  the  snirogate,  the  appellant  took  an  appeal  to 
this  court,  and  the  respondent  answered  the  petition  of 
appeal 

J.  S.  Lawbemge,  ccfwnsAfor  appdkmt. 

First  The  soxrogate  erred  in  deciding  that  the  appet 
lant  was  not  entitled  to  interest  on  the  legacies  €i 


I 
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$15,000,  and  $5,000  from  a  period  commencing  one  year 
Erom  the  decease  of  the  testatrix. 

1.  Where  no  time  is  specified  in  a  will  for  the  payment  of 
a  legacy,  the  rale  of  law  has  always  been  that  interest  com- 
mences to  ran  on  the  amount  of  the  legacy  at  the  expiration 
of  one  year  from  the  death  of  the  testator.  ( TViUiams  on 
Exrs.  1284 ;  Dayton  on  Surrogates,  465 ;  IVUlard  on  Exrs. 
355 ;  Laiorence  agt.  Embree,  3  Bradford,  364 ;  Pearson  agt. 
Pearson,  1  Sduxdes  and  L.  10 ;  Gibson  agt.  Bott,  7  Vesey,  96  ; 
Wood  agt.  Penoyer,  13  Vesey,  335.) 

2.  The  statute  (3  B.  S.  177,  §  48,  5th  ed.),  which  provides 
that  "  no  legacies  shall  be  paid  by  any  executor  or  adminis* 
trator  until  after  the  expiration  of  one  year  from  the  time 
of  granting  letters  testamentary  or  of  administration,  unless 
directed  by  the  will  to  be  sooner  paid,"  has  not  changed  the 
rule  as  to  the  payment  of  interest  on  legacies.  {Latorencs 
agt.  Embree,  3  Bradford^  364;  Davton  on  Surrogates,  465.) 

3.  The  law  of  this  state  prior  to  the  Beyised  Statutes  {See 
1  Bevised Laics  of  1813, page 314:,  §  18), provided  that  "when 
no  time  yvos  limited  by  a  will  for  the  payment  of  a  legacy, 
the  .executor  should  have  the  space  of  one  year  to  discbarge 
the  same."  •  So  that  before  the  statute,  payment  of  a  legacy 
could  not  be  enforced  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  year 
that  the  executor  had  to  pay  in,  and  it  was  not  legally  pay- 
able before  that  time,  and  yet  the  courts  allowed  legatees 
interest  one  year  after  the  death  of  the  testator  ( JViUiamson 
agt.  WiUiamsoii,  G  Paige,  300). 

4.  The  present  statute  is  merely  prohibitory  to  the  execu- 
tor or  administrator  against  payment  within  one  year,  and 
makes  the  delay  compulsory,  whereas  by  the  former  law  the 
executor  might,  at  his  option,  pay  within  the  period.  The 
time  when  the  legacy  was  legally  payable,  was  the  same 
before  and  since  the  statute,  that  is,  one  year  after  the  execu- 
tor receives  his  letters.  The  statute  does  not  vary  the  rights 
of  a  legatee  under  the  general  rule  of  law  that  interest  com- 
mences to  run  after  the  expiration  of  one  year  from  the 
death  of  the  testator.    The  legatee  catmot  enforce  payment 
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until  one  year  after  letters  issued,  bnt  he  can  at  that  time, 
demand  the  legacy  with  all  its  accretions  of  interest. 

The  object  of  the  statute  was,  as  is  well  stated  in  Lavy 
fence  agt.  Embree  (3  Bradford^  474),  to  aUow  a  speci&edtime 
to  the  executor  or  administrator  to  settle  the  estate,  and  was 
not  designed  to  modify  or  affect  the  rights  of  parties  inter- 
ested in  claims  or  legacies. 

5.  The  law  prior  to  the  Bevised  Statutes  also  required 
that  in  aU  cases  where  a  legatee  received  the  amount  of  his 
legacy,  a  bond  should  be  delivered  to  the  executor,  condi- 
tioned for  repayments  in  case  debts  should  afterwards  be 
established  beyond  the  amount  of  assets  in  the  executor's 
hands.  The  Bevised  Statutes  so  far  changed  the  law  as  to 
require  a  bond  only  where  the  legacy  was  paid  within  the 
year,  and  the  revisers,  in  their  note  to  the  section  which  pro- 
hibits an  executor  from  pajdng  until  after  the  expiration  of 
one  year  from  the  issuing  of  letters,  state  that  they  have 
omitted  the  provisions  requiring  a  bond  after  a  year,  and 
instead  of  it,  prox>ose  to  make  it  the  interest  of  creditors  to 
present  their  claims  early,  and  to  look  to  the  legatees  and 
next  of  kin  in  case  of  any  unnecessary  delay  in  presenting 
claims. 

6.  The  prohibition  against  payment  within  one  year,  unless 
specially  authorized  by  the  will,  was  therefore  intended  to 
prevent  the  executor  from  devoting  the  assets  of  the  estate 
to  the  payment  of  legacies  during  the  time  within  which 
creditors  had  a  right  to  present  their  claims,  and  was  also 
designed  to  prevent  the  delay  which  might  be  occasioned  to 
creditors  in  case  the  executor  was  compelled  to  resort  to  an 
action  on  his  indemnity  bond  to  provide  a  fund  for  the  pay- 
ment of  creditors,  and  in  no  way  affects  the  right  of  the  lega- 
tee to  receive  interest  after  the  lapse  of  a  year  from  the  testa- 
tors death.  It  postpones  payment  of  the  legacy,  but  does 
not  deprive  the  legatee  of  any  interest  which  he  might  have 
claimed  before  the  passage  of  the  statute. 

Second.  The  case  of  Bradmr  agt.  Faulkner  (2  Kemja% 
472),  which  the  surrogate  in  his  opinion  considers  as  con- 
slnsive  against  the  appellant,  is  no  authority  upon  the 
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^question  before  the  court.  The  facts  in  that  case  were  that 
jt  testator  died  in  November,  1850,  and  letters  upon  his  "will 
were  issued  31st  December,  1850.  By  his  will,  he  bequeathed 
to  one  of  his  daughters  a  legacy  of  $16,000,  and  she  in  Janu- 
.ary,  1852,  applied  to  the  surrogate  for  an  order  that  the 
legacy  be  paid  to  her,  with  interest  from  the  time  of  the 
^death  of  the  testator. 

The  surrogate  decreed  payment  of  interest  as  applied 
Jor,  and  his  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  supreme  court. 

On  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals  that  court  rendered 
Judgment  of  reversaL 

The  question  before  the  court  was  simply  whether  the 
legatee  was  entitled  to  interest  from  the  death  of  the  testa* 
tor,  and  the  whole  discussion  in  the  opinion  is  upon  the  point 
418  to  whether  there  were  any  provisions  in  the  will  which 
indicated  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  that  the 
legacy  should  be  payable  sooner  than  at  the  time  fixed  by 
the  statute,  and  the  court  having  arrived  at  the  conclusion 
that  no  such  intention  could  be  inferred,  decided  that  the 
legatee  was  not  entitled  to  interest  from  the  death  of  the 
testator,  imd  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  was  there- 
lore  reversed. 

7.  Justice  Gabdiker,  who  delivers  the  opinion,  prefaces  it 
"with  the  remarks  that "  as  the  statute  prohibits  the  payment 
of  legacies  until  one  year  from  the  time  of  granting  letters 
testamentary,  and,  as  the  practice  of  the  court  prior  to  the 
statute  allowed  the  same  time  to  the  executor,  the  decision 
<d  the  courts  below  can  only  be  justified  by  an  express 
direction  of  the  testator  for  earlier  payment,  or  by  some 
implication  from  the  provisions,  of  the  instrument  which 
fihall  be  equivalent  to  srfch  direction,"  and  he  refers  to  the 
4rtatute  and  to  6  Vesey,  539,  540,  548,  and  6  Paige,  300,  305 ; 
Imt  the  remarks  are  only  applicable  to  the  question  as  to  the 
time  of  payment,  and  not  as  to  the  time  when  interest  com- 
jnences.  The  cases  cited  by  the  learned  judge  as  authority 
1m»13i  establish  the  principle  that  interest  commences  to  run 
upon  a  legacy  one  year  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  and 
the  chancellor  in  Williamson  agt.  WiUiamaon,  (6  Paige  300^ 
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says:  ^As  no  time  was  prescndbed  in  fhoTnll  for  the  payment 
of  legacies,  the  execntors  were  right  in  sapposiDg  that  thej 
easte  within  the  general  role,  and  that  the  legatees  were  not 
entitled  to  interest  nntil  the  expiration  of  one  year  from  tlie 
testator's  death.'* 

After  his  prefatory  remarks  the  learned  justice  discusses  the 
qoestion  asto  wheflier  there  are  any  provisions  in  the  will 
iriuch  indicate  an  intention  that  the  legatee  should  have  inter- 
est from  the  testator's  death,  and  he  arrives  at  the  oondnsion 
that  there  axe  not,  and  holds  that  "  the  burden  is  on  the 
legatee  to  show  a  clear  intent  that  interest  should  be  paid 
from  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testator ;  that  the  courts 
are  not  authorized  to  speculate  as  to  intention  or  add  to  the 
irin  by  mere  conjecture." 

The  case  being  disposed  of  on  the  ground  of  an  absence 
of  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator  to  give  interest  from 
the  time  of  his  death,  the  remarks  of  the  judge,  that  "the 
appellants  could  rely  on  the  general  rule  thai  no  interest 
mild  accme  until  it  became  the  duty  of  the  executors  to 
pay  the  legacy,"  are  mere  dicta,  and  were  not  necessary  to 
the  dedsion  of  the  case.  The  question  was  not  when  a 
l^»7  commences  to  draw  interest,  but  whether  the  legacy 
j&  qaestion  drew  interest  from  the  death  of  the  testator. 
The  case  therefore,  is  not  of  controlling  force  and  authori^ 
asagainst  the  claim  of  the  appellant  here. 

TldrdL  But  if  it  is  necessary  to  resort  to  the  provisbns 
of  the  win  to  establish  the  right  of  the  appelant  to  interest 
pior  to  the  expiration  of  one  year  from-  the  time  of  isstcing 
kUetSf  then  it  is  submitted  that  the  will  and  codicil  taken 
together  indicate  the  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testatrix 
fh&t  the  legacies  shoidd  be  paid  to.CampbeU  prior  to  the 
time  when  by  law  it  became  the  duty  of  the  executors 
iopay. 

L  The  testatrix,  by  her  will,  directs  that  her  real  estate  be 
sold  as  soon  after  her  decease  as  conveniently  may  be,  and 
her  personal  estate  converted  into  money. 

She  then  directs  that  her  debts  and  funeral  expenses  be 
psdd  as  soon  after  her  decease  as  conveniently  may  be,  and 
YoL.  XXXL  12 
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then  gives  the  legacy  of  $16,000  to  the  appellant  By  the 
codicil  she  gives  to  the  appellant  "  the  farther  sum  of  $5,000^ 
making  sdtogether  the  sum  of  $20,000,  to  be  paid  to  him  in 
cash,  before  any  payment  shonld  be  made  ont  of  her  estate 
to  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever. 

2.  As  the  apjpellant  was  by  the  codicil  preferred  as  to  time 
of  payment  to  all  other  persons,  and  as  the  testatrix  had  by 
her  will  directed  that  her  debts  and  foneral  expenses  be 
paid  as  soon  alter  her  decease  as  conveniently  might  be,  ii 
is  apparent  that  she  intended  that  the  appellant  should 
receive  his  legacies  ahnost  immediately  upon  her  decease. 

Such,  therefore,  being  the  intention  of  the  testatrix,  it 
should  be  carried  into  effect  by  the  conrt  by  giving  the- 
appellant  the  interest  claimed. 

FcurtlL  The  question  on  this  appeal  would  not  hava 
arisen  had  it  not  been  that  the  residuary  legatees  delayed 
probate  by  a  fruitless  contestation  of  the  wilL  Had  there 
been  no  contest  the  expiration  of  the  year  from  the  death 
of  the  testatrix,.and  of  the  year  from  issuing  letters,  would 
have  been  at  about  the  same  time. 

If  the  claim  for  interest  is  disallowed,  then  the  residuaiy 
legatees,  who  have-  occasioned  a  delay  of  two  years  in  issa- 
ing  letters,  are  benefited  at  the  expense  of  the  appellant^  by 
receiving  the  interest  for  two  years  on  the  $20,000  bequeathed 
to  him* 

Such  was  never  the  intention  of  the  testatrix,  and  the 
court  will  not  so  far  defeat  her  intention  as  to  reward  ihe> 
unsuccessful  oppon^xts  of  probate  with  some  $2,800  in  addi- 
tion to  the  residuary  estate  bequeathed  to  them. 

If  such  a  doctrine  is  established,  then  a  precedent  is  fur- 
nished which  will  lead  to  the  contesting  of  all  wills  by 
residuary  legatees,  and  ofier  a  premium  for  vexatious  liti-- 
gation. 

Such  a  result  would  be  a  scandal  to  the  law,  and  can 
never  be  sanctioned  by  the  court. 

Fiftk.  The  portion  of  the  decree  appealed  from,  denying 
the  petition  of  the  appellant  for  interest  from  March  ISth^ 
1863,  should  be  reversed. 
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First.  There  is  no  direction  in  the  will  or  codicil  when  the 
legacies  shall  be  paid,*  except  that  **  Campbell  is  to  be  paid 
as  soon  as  any  other  person." 

Second.  The  statute  does  not  give  the  executor  authority 
to  pay  a  legacy  without  the  expressed  direction  of  the  tes- 
tator,  before  one  year  from  the  time  of  granting  letters,  but 
'eqnressly  provides  that  **  no  legacies  shall  be  paid  by  any 
executor  or  administrator  xmtil  after  the  expiration  of  one 
year  from  the  time  of  granting  letters  testamentary  or 
administration,  unless  the  same  are  directed  by  the  wiU  to  be 
Kxmer  paid"  (2  Vd.  Uh  ed.  B.  S.  p.  275,  sec  48). 

Third.  The  general  rule  as  to  legacies  is  ''  that  no  interest 
would  accrue  until  it  became,  by  law,  the  duty  of  the  execu- 
tor to  pay  the  legacy." 

Fourth.  A  legacy  is  not  legally  payable  until  after  the 
expiration  of  a  year  from  the  granting  of  letters  testamen- 
tary, unless  the  wiU  directs  them  to  be  sooner  paid,  nor  do 
they  draw  interest  befpre  they  become  legally  payable 
{Bradner  agt.  FavOcneTy  12  N.  Y.  page  472).. 

FifiL  The  order  of  the  surrogate  should  be  affirmed. 

By  the  court,  BiBNABD,  J.  In  the  absence  of  an  intent, 
either  express  or  fairly,  to  be  inferred  from  the  provisions 
of  the  will,  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  no  legacy  shall  be 
paid  until  after  the  expiration  of  one  year  from  the  time  of 
granting  letters  testamentary  (3  E.  8.  177,  §  48,  5th  ed). 
The  testatrix  by  her  will  and  the  codicil  thereto,  has  given 
no  evidence  of  any  intention  to  provide  for  the  payment  of 
the  legacy  in  question  before  the  time  the  law  makes  it  pay- 
able. She  has  not  said  in  words  that  such  was  hex;  wish  or 
direction.  She  has  provided  first  for  the  payment  of  her 
debtsy  whidi  cannot  be  legally  ascertained  until  the  expira- 
tion of  one  year  from  the  issuing  of  letters.  The  claim  of 
the  appellant  for  interest  upon  his  legacy  from  the  death  of 
the  testatrix  must  faiL    The  negative  evidence,  from  th^ 
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flilence  of  the  Trill,  and  the  fair  inference  from  the.  terms  of 
the  urill  itself^  show  an  absence  of  the  clear  intent  which 
must  be  shown  before  this  interest  could  legally  be  claimed. 
The  legacy  is  not  then  payable  until  the  expiration  of  the 
year  from  the  issuing  of  letters;  but  it  is  claimed  that  at  all 
events  there  should  be  allowed  interest  on  the  legacy  from 
the  expiration  of  one  year  from  the  death  of  testatrix. 
Where  the  will  is  silent  as  to  interest  upon  a  legacy,  none 
will  accrue  until  it  becomes  by  law  the  duty  of  the  executor 
to  pay  the  legacy  {Bradner  agt.  Faulkner^  12  N.  F.  Bep.  472). 

The  decree  of  tiie  surrogate  must  therefore  be  affirmed, 
with  costs. 

iNGBAHAJiC,  p.  J.  I  concur  in  holding  that  the  legatee  was 
not  entitled  to  interest  until  one  year  after  the  death  of  th« 
testatrix. 

I  see  nothing  in  the  statute,  nor  in  12  N.  T.  SqK  472,  to 
the  contrary.  In  Williamson  agt.  Williamson  (6  Paige  Bep. 
p.  298),  the  chancellor  states  the  rule  to  be  that  the  legatees 
are  not  entitled  to  interest  until  one  year  after  the  death  of 
the  testatrix. 

In  Bradner  agt.  Fatilkner  (12  N.  F.  Bep.  472),  the  ques- 
tion was  whether  interest  was  chargeable  on  the  legacy  from 
the  death  of  the  testator.  In  the  opinion,  Gakdneb,  J. 
says,  **  we  cannot  say  but  that  the  testator  thought  $16,000 
at  the  end  of  a  year,  without  interest,  equal  to  the  same 
value  in  land,"  which  would  pass  at  once.  Again,  the  tes- 
tator "  knew  that  a  year  was  the  reasonable  time  fixed  by 
law  for  the  payment  of  the  legacy'  unless  he  otherwise 
directed." 

It  is  evident  the  attention  of  the  court  was  not  directed 
to  the  case  of  a  residuary  legatee  contesting  a  will  for  years 
where  the  legacies  were  large,  and  where,  if  the  yiews  in  the 
court-below  are  sustained,  the  residuary  estate  is  increased 
by  the  litigation. 

I  concur  with  Bradford,  surrogate,  in  Laiorence  agt.  Embree 
(3  Bradford,  364),  that  the  object  of  the  statute  was  only 
to  allow  a  specified  time  for  the  executor  to  settle  the  edtato, 
and  it  was  not  designed  to  affect  or  modify  the  lights  of 
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parties  interested  in  claims  or  l^gacieSy  and  that  the  old  nda 
in  eqtiitjy  goyeming  the  payment  of  interest,  whereby  a 
legatee  is  entitled  to  interest  after  one  year  from  death  of 
the  testator,  is  still  in  force. 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  interest  after  one  year  from 
the  death  of  the  testator. 

Concur,  WiL  H.  Leokabb. 


•  ♦• 
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JoHK  Bestegel,  appellant  agt.  The  New  Yobk  OBxmuL 

Bailboad  CioifPANT,  respondent 

Ibe  want  of  ctation  which  conatitatea  negUgenoe  in  arosaing  a  nOrqad,  mnak  la 
any  given  caae,  depend  upon  the  drcnmatanoea  under  which  thopartgr  ia  phMad 
aitfaa  time. 

Hia  object  of  requiring  an  eogineor  upon  a  railroad  engine  to  abund  an  alarm 
before  reaching  the  croaaing,  ia  to  put  the  way  trayeller  on  hia  guard;  and 
when  the  engineer  neglecta  the  neceaaary  aignaila,  he  deprivea  the  traTeDer  of 
one  of  the  meana  upon  which  he  haa  a  right  to  rely  for  protectioii  againai  tba 
danger  of  a  ocdiiaion. 

When  a  man  on  foot  reachea  a  point  near  the  croeaing  of  a  railroad  in  a  popukoa 
part  of  a  city,  and  liatena  and  heara  no  aignala  or  warning,  he*  ia  not  guilty  of 
nagligenee  for  attempting  to  croaa  over  the  tra(!k,  where  he  cannot  9$e  tip  and 
down  (he  trade  by  reason  qf  dbstruotions. 

But  the  railroad  company  ought  not  to  be  held  liable  for  a  coUiaion  in  anch  a  oaae^ 
when  they  run  their  locomotivea  with  moderate  apeed,  and  make  the  uanalaig* 
nak  before  reaching  the  croaainga. 

Where  the  plaintiff  undertook  to  croaa  a  railroad  in  a  populoua  part  of  a  city,  OTev 
five  tracks  running  east  and  weat  in  a  atraight  direction,  just  after  a  train  of 
eaiB  had  paaaed  from  the  weat,  in  which  direction  there  waa  nothing  to  obetmot 
hia  viaion,  but  eaatwardly  hia  vision  waa  obatructed,  except  about  ten  feet,  by 
freight  cars  which  stood  near  him  on  the  two  firat  tracks,  and  hearing  no  be|[ 
or  whistle,  he  atepped  upon  the  third  track  without  looking  east  at  all,  but  coo* 
tinned  to  look  to  the  weat,  and  before  croeaing,  waa  hit  and  injured  by  a  loco* 
motive  backing  down  firom  the  east  at  a  rapid  rate  : 

Bdd,  that  the  question  of  the  plaintiff's  negligence  waa  one  for  the  Jury,  and  thai 
a  non-^uU  in  the  caae  was  improperly  granted. 

H  aasDu,  that  way  travelers  in  crossing  railroads,  eapedally  in  dtiea,  where 
dbstmctiona  to  eight  aro  frequent,  have  a  right  to  depend  upon  their  ?iearing 
aa  well  their  vision  for  protection  in  croasing.* 

*  If  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  had  practiced  upon  this  theory,  it  would  seem  thai 
be  ought  to  have  avoided  injury ;  for  it  is  very  difficult  to  understand  that  the 
locomotive  running  at  a  rapid  rate  ahould  not  have  made  aufficient  noise  to  have 
been  heard  by  him  a  distance  of  some  forty  or  fifty  feet 
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Appeal  from  judgment  of  generol  term,  affirming  order  of 
aonHsoit  at  circuit. 

The  plaintiff  sued  the  raOroad  company  for  damages,  for 
negligently  running  a  steam  engine  against  him,  while  cross- 
ing a  track  on  Si  Joseph  street,  in  city  of  Bochester. 

The  eyidence  shows  that  the  plaintiff  was  passing  on  the 
east  side  of  South  St.  Joseph  street^  from  north  to  south, 
when  he  saw  a  long  train  coming  up  from  the  west,  and  he 
waited  tmtil  it  had  passed.  He  stood  on  the  second  track 
on  the  sidewalk.  There  are  five  tracks,  and  the  two  north 
tracks  were  filled  with  empty  cars,  ten  or  twelye  in  number 
on  each  track,  on  the  east  side,  and  near  to  the  sidewalk. 
When  the  long  train  had  passed,  making  a  good  deal  of 
noise,  the  plaintiff  started  on,  looking  to  the  east  as  far  aa 
he  could  see,  and  the  track  was  clear  as  far  as  he  could  see. 
He  then  turned  his  head  to  the  west  as  he  started  to  go 
across  the  tracks,  and  while  crossing,  an  engine  coming  from 
the  east,  struck  him  on  the  shoulder  and  caused  the  injury. 
He  did  not  hear  the  bell  ring,  except  in  the  long  train,  and 
no  flagman  was  there  at  the  time. 

The  plaintiff  had  biossed  the  track  often  beforci  this.  He 
was  standing  on  the  second  track  when  the  long  train  passed, 
and  remained  there  a  minute  and  a  half  or  two  minutes. 
The  empty  cars  which  were  standing  on  the  first  and  second 
tracks,  were  so  near  him,  that  he  cotdd  touch  them  with  his 
hand.  The  first  step  he  took,  he  looked  east,  but  did  not 
look  eastward  again,  after  he  got  over  the  south  rail  of  the 
second  tracL  He  was  looking  west  all  the  while  after  that, 
until  he  was  struck  by  an  engine  backing  down  from  the  east. 
He  could  see  down  the  third  track  about  eight  or  ten  feet, 
when  he  looked  east,  which  was  before  he  stepped  over  the 
south  rail  of  the  second  track.  It  was  conceded  that  the 
tracks  are  straight  at  this  point.  The  empty  cars  that  stood 
near  the  crossing  were  box  freight  cars,  eight  feet  high. 

The  engine  that  struck  him  was  running  very  fast  leaving 
the  Bochester  depot ;  and  the  evidence  tended  to  prove  that 
the  bell  on  the  engine  was  not  rung  until  after  the  accident. 
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The  engine  that  stnick  the  plaintiff  was  on  the  third  track; 
and  the  engine  tender  projected  over  the  track  eighteen 
inches.  The  freight  cars  projected  over  the  same  distance. 
It  also  appeared  that  Si  Joseph  street  is  in  a  populous  and 
thickly  settled  part  of  the  citj.  By  the  map,  it  appears  that 
the  five  tracks  at  this  point,  cross  St.  Joseph  street  at  an 
obtuse  angle,  so  that  a  person  crossing  from  the  north  to 
the  south  side  of  St.  Joseph  street,  could  not  see  an  engine 
approaching  on  the  third  track  from  the  east,  standing  where 
the  plaintiff  did  on  the  second  track,  with  freight  cars  on 
the  first  and  second  track  to  intercept  his  -view. 

The  conrt  non-suited  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  ground  that 
it  was  his  duty  to  have  looke^  and  ascertained  before  atten^pt- 
ing  to  cross  ^e  railroad ;  that  he  could  safely  pass  thesamey 
and  that  it  was  negligence  in  him  not  to  do  so. 

GsoBOE  F.  DAKPOBTH,/or  appdJML 
T.  R.  STB0NO,/ar  defendafd. 

MoBGAN,  J.  Upon  the  undisputed  facts  of  the  ease,  the 
p1fl.inf>ff  could  have  a^ded  the  accident  by  exercising  a 
fittle  more  precaution  before  he  stepped  on  to  the  third  tracL 
If  the  freight  cars  had  not  intercepted  his  vision,  he  must 
have  seen  the  engine  approaching  from  the  east,  in  time  to 
have  avoided  the  collision. 

It  is  said  that  common  prudence  required  him  to  put  him- 
self in  a  position  to  see  whether  there  was  a  train  coming  from 
the  east  on  the  third  track,  before  he  attempted  to  cross  it. 
The  evidence,  however,  tended  to  show  that  the  railroad 
company  was  guilty  of  great  negligence  in  backing  down  at 
so  rapid  a  rate  of  speed  across  South  St.  Joseph  street, 
without  any  flagman  to  warn  foot  passengers  of  their  danger, 
or  without  sounding  an  alarm  from  the  engine.  With  their 
cars  standing  upon  the  track  so  near  the  crossing,  the  com- 
pany was  guilty  of  inexcusable  negligence  in  omitting  to 
take  the  usual  and  necessary  precautions  to  prevent  acci- 
dents. 

As  an  original  proposition,  it  seems  to  me,  that  the  omis- 


134       ^^^^^  YOBK  FBAOnOB  HEPOBTa 

fiion  of  a  railroad  oompanj  to  soimd  an  alarm  when  approach* 
ing  a  croesixigy  espeeiallj  when  the  view  is  obsfanacted  b j 
intermediate  objectSy  is  some  excuse  for  the  inattention  of  a 
way  travder  to  the  danger  of  an  approaching  train.  The 
way  traveler  depends  upon  his  ears  as  well  as  his  eyes,  and 
when  his  vision  is  obstractedy  and  he  is  within  a  few  feet  of 
the  track,  and  hears  no  alarm,  it  onght  not  to  be  thought 
very  hazardous  to  step  across  the  track.  If  he  hears  na 
signal)  he  does  not  expect  a  train  to  cross  his  path  when  he 
has  but  a  few  feet  to  go  to  cross  over,  and  if  he  for  greater 
precaution,  stops  and  looks  both  ways  before  he  makes  the 
lasb  step  to  reach  the  track,  be  exercises  more  precautioiL 
than  a  majority  of  our  citizen!!^  do  in  similar  circumstanceB. 

The  doctrine  which  requires  travelers,  in  all  cases  to  stop 
and  look  both  ways,  when  approaching  a  railroad  track,  pre- 
supposes that  railroad  companies  are  guilty  of  violating 
their  duties  to  such  e^ptent  as  to  make  it  a  matter  of  course^ 
to  expect  a  train  to  run  over  the  streets  of  a  city  under  fall 
headway  at  any  time,  without  signals  or  safegoaids. 

!When  the  vision  is  obstructed,  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  the 
way  traveler  generally  listens  to  hear  the  alarm,  and  if  none 
is  given,  it  is  not,  or  at  least  ought  not  to  be,  presumptuotis 
in  him  to  suppose  that  he  can  walk  over  the  track  with 
'safety.  He  has  a  right  to  believe  that  the  engineer  wiU  not 
run  his  engine  with  such  dangerous  speed,  without  ringing 
the  bell,  or  sounding  the  whistle. 

It  is  not  sufficient  to  defeat  this  action,  to  say  that  in  another 
case  the  plaintiff  was  non-suited,  because  he  failed  to  look 
both  ways  before  attempting  to  cross  the  track  of  a  railroads 
The  want  of  caution  which  constitutes  negligence  must  in 
"any  given  case,  depend  upon  the  circumstances  un^er  which 
the  plaintiff  is  placed  at  the  time. 

If  the  tracks  had  been  clear,  so  that  the  plaintiff  could 
have  seen  the  approaching  engine,  then  doubtless  it  would 
be  negligence  in  him  not  to  have  seen  it.  So  much  must 
be  conceded  as  settled  by  the  adjudications  in  this  state. 

It  is  said  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  known  from  the  num- 
ber of  tracks  that  such  a  thing  was  likely  to  happen  as  did 
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hi^peai  in  ibis  instance,  and  as  it  happens  probably  yexj'. 
OffteiL    But  ibis  supposes  that  the  raikoad  company  yery 
often  backs  down  an  engine  upon  their  tracks  across  St». 
Joseph  street,  in  a  crowded  part  of  the  city  at  a  rapid  rate* 
of  speed,  without  a  flagman  at  the  crossing,  and  without 
gi^g  any  signal  whatever  of  its  approach.    For  if  the- 
usoal  signals  are  given,  which  the  most  ordinary  prudence 
requires  in  such  a  case,  it  is  not  to  be  expected  Ihat  such  a- 
flung  TnU  yeiy  often  happen  as  did  happen  in  this  oose.    It 
involves  a  gross  violation  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  rail- 
road company,  and  for  that  reason  such  a  thing  ought  not* 
to  be  expected  by  the  way  traveler.    The  very  object  of 
leqairing  the  engineer  to  sound  an  alarm  before  reaching  the» 
crossing,  is  to  put  the  way  traveler  on  his  guard ;  and  when 
the  engineer  neglects  the  necessary  signals,  he  deprives  the 
traveler  of  one  of  the  means  upon  which  he  has  a  right  to* 
rely  for  protection  against  the  danger  of  a  collision. 

The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  within 
a  few  feet  of  the  third  track,  and  heard  nothing  to  give  him 
warning  of  an  approaching  engine.  He  left  his  position,, 
and  stepped  forward  to  cross  it.  He  could  not  see  the^ 
iqf^nroaching  engine,  until  he  had  got  to  the  very  point  of 
danger,  and  then  on  accoimt  of  the  rapid  motion  of  the* 
tfuffney  he  was  unaUe  either  to  cross  over,  or  to  recede  and 
avoid  it. 

The  court  below  maintains  the  proposition  that  the  plain-- 
tifi^  although  he  had  waited  on  the  second  track  until  the 
train  had  passed,  and  had  heard  no  signal  of  another,  yet 
that  he  should  have  stopped  again  and  looked  down  the  third 
hack  before  attempting  to  cross  it.  And  this  is  put  upon 
the  ground  that  it  might  be  expected  that^^an  engine  at  fall 
speed  would  be  rushing  along  at  that  very  time  without, 
giving  any  warning  of  its  approach. 

I  cannoi  subscribe  to  such  a  proposition.  It  was  I  think,, 
a  question  for  the  jury  to  decide,  whether,  under  the  par- 
ticolar  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  plaintiff  was  wanting- 
in  ordinary  prudence  in  attempting  to  cross  the  third  track 
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iRrhen  he  did,  without  taking  other  precautions  to  discoTer 
ihat  it  was  clear. 

Doubtless,  if  the  engineer  gives  the  usual  signals,  and  the 
iFaj  traveler  does  not  hear  them,  it  would  be  his  misfortune 
if  he  came  in  collision  with  the  engine.  So  if  the  way 
traveler  cannot  see  the  train  with  his  eyes  in  time  to  avoid 
it,  it  is  his  folly  if  he  ventures  to  proceed,  and  comes  in  col* 
iision  with  it;.  But  when  he  cannot  have  the  use  of  his  eyes 
lo  discover  the  danger,  until  he  reaches  the  track  upon  which 
the  ixam  is  approaching,  and  upon  stopping  a  few  feet  short 
to  listen,  he  hears  no  signal,  can  it  be  said  as  an  abstract  pro- 
position, that  the  plaintiff  is  guilty  of  negligence,  because 
he  trusts  his  ears,  and  comes  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is 
safe  to  take  the  few  steps  necessary  to  pass  over  it?  If  he 
has  listened  while  standing  within  a  convenient  distance  of 
the  track,  and  has  heard  no  signal  of  an  approaching  train, 
if  he  has  but  a  few  steps  to  go  to  cross  it,  and  if  acting  on 
this  belief,  that  it  was  safe  (as  nine  men  out  of  ten  would 
do  in  a  similar  situation),  he  started  on,  and  was  met  by  an 
engine  running  along  almost  noiselessly  and  at  great  speed, 
-can  it  be  said  with  propriety,  that  he  should  have  expected 
such  a  thing  to  occur  as  did  occur  in  this  case  ? 

It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
guilty  of  negligence.  All  I  claim  is,  that  considering  the 
peculiar  position  this  plaintiff  was  placed  in,  as  may  be 
^thered  from  his  own  statement ;  his  proximity  to  the  track ; 
the  few  moments  it  would  take  to  clear  it ;  his  obstructed 
"vision,  and  the  noise  and  confusion  at  the  time ;  that  no 
signals  were  sounded  from  the  approaching  engine  to  put 
him  on  his  guard,  and  the  unusual  speed  with  which  the 
•engine  approached  him ;  I  say,  considering  aU  these  circum- 
stances, it  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury  as  a  question  of 
fact  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of 
negligence  in  attempting  to  cross  the  tracks,  without  taking 
further  and  additional  precautions  against  the  danger  of  a 
•collision. 

If,  however,  the  evidence  should  disclose  that  the  plaintiff 
^BB  heedless  or  careless,  and  neglected  io  av&n  himself  cf 
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the  usual  precantioiis,  which  men  of  common  pmdenoe  would 
use  in  like  circumstances^  he  cannot  recorer,  tinder  the  well 
settled  role  that  his  own  neglect  contributed  to  procure  the 
mJTiry. 

The  degree  of  care  which  a  way  traveler  should  obseire, 
when  about  to  cross  a  railroad  track,  has  been  discussed  in 
seyeral  adjudicated  cases.  In  Pennsylvania  R.  B.  agt.  Ogier 
(35  Perm.  B.  160),  it  was  held  that  negligence  was  a  relative 
term  when  applied  to  a  traveler  in  such  a  case,  and  consisted 
in  the  absence  of  that  ordinary  care  which  a  party  ought  to 
observe  under  the  pecuUar  circumstances  in  which  he  is 
placed ;  and  that  a  different  degree  of  care  is  required,  when 
there  is  reason  to  apprehend  danger,  from  that  which  ia 
necessary  when  none  is  to  be  expected* 

Jt  was  farther  held  that  a  defendant  cannot  impute  a  want 
of  vigilance  to  one  injured  by  his  act  or  negligence,  ^  tkat 
very  ward  cf  vigilance  toaa  the  conseqvSnce  of  an  omiesion  <f 
duty  on  the  part  of  the  d^endarU.  In  Johnson  agt.  Hudson  B. 
B.  Co.  (20  N.  T.  66),  the  same  views  were  expressed,  and  it 
was  held  that  the  deceased  was  bound  to  exercise  wdinary 
prudence  and  no  more ;  and  it  was  for  the  jury  to  determine 
whether  it  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  there  had 
been,  on  the  part  of  the  deceased,  a  want  of  that  care  and 
foresight  that  men  of  ordinary  prudence  axe  accustomed  to 
employ,  placed  in  like  circumstances  {p.  68).  And  in  War^ 
ren  agt.  Fitchburg  B.  B.  Co.  (8  Men  227),  it  was  held  that 
crossing  a  railroad  track  without  looking  to  see  if  a 
train  is  coming,  is  not  conclusive  proof  of  want  of  care, 
although  with  nothing  to  explain  or  qualify  the  act,  it  would 
be  regarded  as  negligence.  The  plaintiff  in  that  case  fol* 
lowed  the  Section  of  the  station  agent  to  croi^s  over.  The 
path  by  which  he  went  to  the  train  was  somewhat  oblique, 
in  that  the  engine  which  struck  him  came  in  a  direction 
partially  behind  him.  The  court  say :  **  Whether  in  this 
condition  of  things,  his  anxiety  seasonably  to  reach  the 
train,  which  would  stop  but  a  moment,  the  plaintiff  at  a 
station  with  which  he  was  not  familiar,  would  have  been 
likely  to  be  thrown  off  his  guard  by  the  direction  to  cross 
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over,  given  without  any  condition  or  qualification ;  whether 
he  might  naturally,  and  without  subjecting  himself  to  the 
imputation  of  want  of  care,  have  considered  himself  under 
the  charge  of  the  defendants'  agent,  with  an  assurance  that 
it  was  safe  and  proper  to  go  directly  to  the  cars,  were  ques- 
tions for  the  jury  and  not  for  the  court."  ^  The  case  shows 
that  when  he  reached  the  outside  of  the  platform  he  could 
see  an  approaching  train  at  a  distance  of  thiriy  or  forty 
rods,  but  that  he  stepped  off  without  looking  that  way,  and 
did  not  hear  the  whistle  until  it  was  too  late  to  escape  col- 
lision. Unless  I  am  not  entirely  mistaken,  there  were  more 
circumstances  of  excuse  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  case  at  bar, 
than  in  the  case  of  Warren.  * 

The  duty  of  a  railroad  company  to  exercise  more  caution 
and  a  higher  degree  of  care  when  running  their  cars  through 
a  village  or  city,  then  in  the  coimtry,  as  was  held  in  Pargo 
agt.  The  Bvffalo  and  State  Line  B.  B.  Co.  (22  JV.  T.  207), 
concedes  that  the  company  would  be  liable  in  not  exercising 
it,  when  by  so  doing  ordinary  prudence  on  the  part  of  the 
way  traveler,  would  save  him  from  a  collision. 

The  good  sense  of  the  rule  may  be  thus  expressed :  Ordi- 
nary care  requires  the  way  traveler  to  look  for  a  train  when 
approaching  a  railroad  track.  If  he  cannot  see  by  reason 
of  obstructions,  it  requires  him  to  stop  just  short  of  the 
track  and  listen.  If  he  does  more  than  this,  it  is  extraor- 
dinary caution,  and  what  is  not  required  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  to  entitle  him  to  recover  against  a  railroad  com- 
pany, which  has  culpably  omitted  to  sound  an  alarm  before 
reaching  the  crossing,  if  the  jury  believe  that  the  accident 
Would  not  have  pccurred  provided  the  usval  signals  had  been 
given. 

I  distinguish  the  case  at  bar  from  those  in  this  state, 
where  it  has  been  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
in  consequence  of  his  own  want  of  caution  in  attempting  to 
cross  a  railroad  track.  In  Daaoamb  agt.  The  State  L,  and  B. 
B.  B.  Co.  (27  Barb.  221),  the  plaintiff  drove  along  upon  the 
track  without  taking  the  slightest  precaution  to  ascertain 
whether  or  not  a  locomotive  was  approaching. 
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In  Madcey  agt  N.  T.  a  B.  S.  Co.  (Id.  628),  the  deceased 
after  being  notified  of  the  approaching  train,  whipped  up 
his  horses  and  nndertook  to  cross  the  track,  when  he  was 
strock  by  the  locomotiTe  and  killed.  In  Sh^fidd  agi  Boch- 
ester  and  Syracuse  R.  R.  Co.  (21  Barb.  339),  the  plaintiff  waa 
in  plain  sight  of  the  track  ynXk  nothing  to  obstruct  his  yiew. 
So  in  Steves  agt  The  Oswego  and  Syracuse  B.  B.  Co.  (18 
N.  T.  422).  In  Wilds  agt.  pie  Hvdson  Biver  B.  B.  Co.  (24 
N.  Y.  435),  it  is  assumed,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  that 
the  company  complied  with  the  requisitions  of  the  statute 
by  ringing,  so  that  it  was  heard  at  a  distance  sufficient  and 
iQ  time  sufficient  to  giye  abundant  notice  to  all  persons  to 
keep  off  the  tradk.  A  flagman  was  also  at  ihe  station 
giYing  signals  of  the  approaching  train.  This  was,  per- 
hape»  sufficient  to  dispose  of  the  case  without  reference 
to  the  misconduct  or  negligence  of  the  deceased;  but 
the  opinion  proceeds  to  state  that  the  deceased  himself,  after 
notice  of  the  dan^r,  whipped  up  his  horses  and  attempted 
to  cross  the  track.  Under  this  state  of  facts,  the  court  very 
properly  decided  that  the  defendants  were  not  liable.  The 
action  was  tried  again  and  judgment  of  non-suit  ordered 
against  the  plaintiff.  Upon  appeal  to  this  court,  the  judg* 
ment  of  nonnsuit  was  affirmed  (29  N.  Y.  319).    The  opinion  « 

was  deliyered  by  Denio,  Oh.  J.,  in  which  he  indulges  in  SMue    ' 
ohseryations,  which  I  think  are  liable  to  be  mistmde^tood 
when  applied  to  the  case  at  bar.    "If"  (he  says)  "the  eiise 
is  such  as  to  require  the  person  wishing  to  cross  to  Com# 
near  the  track  to  make  his  observations,  this  drcuiAiti^ce^ 
so  far  from  excusing  him  from  the  duty  of  looking  at  iJI^    /'         ^  J 
would  only  render  this  duty  more  imperative,  if  he  wouBL  m^^** 
avoid  the  imputation  of  negligence."    I  agree  that  it  is  the 
duty  of  a  person  who  is  about  to  cross  a  railroad  track,  to 
make  an  observation  before  crossing,  but  in  our  cities  the 
vision  is  completely  obstructed  by  intervening  obstadefi^ 
when  it  is  often  very  difficult  to  see  up  and  down  the  raiL^ 
road  track  beyond  tiie  space  of  one  or  two  buildings.    How^ 
ever  much  we  may  speculate  upon  what  should  be  consid- 
^ed  prudence  in  such  a  case,  our  citizens  walk  over  the 
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track  daily,  depending  upon  their  hearing  more  than  they 
depend  upon  their  eyeaight,  to  determine  upon  the  propriety 
of  Grossing  over  it.  If  locomotiyes  were  ran  as  they  should 
be,  and  as  I  think  they  generally  are  in  our  cities,  with 
moderate  speed,  it  would  be  rarely,  if  ever,  that  a  foot  pas- 
senger would  be  caught  by  an  engine  while  he  was  crossing 
over  the  track  in  such  a  case.  But  if  an  engine  is  ronning 
in  such  a  case  at  fall  speed,  without  making  any  signals  of 
danger,  then  doubtless  there  is  no  safety  except  for  the  foot 
traveler  to  stop  at  every  point  to  obtain  an  observation, 
until  it  is  obtained, and  then  torun  for  his  life  until  he  is  on 
the  opposite  side.  If  he  can  see  both  ways  but  twenty  rods 
and  has  but  four  rods  to  go  to  get  over  ^e  track,  it  might 
be  prudent  perhaps,  for  him  to  wait  until  he  could  see 
farther;  for,  if  trains  are  allowed  to  ran  at  fall  speed  in  oar 
cities,  an  engine  at  twenty  rods  distant  might  overtake  him 
before  he  had  time  to  dear  the  last  rail  on  the  opposite 
side.  Indeed  it  may  be  said  with  truth,  that  in  our  cities  it 
is  safer  in  many  cases  to  listen  for  signals,  than  to  attempt 
to  see  an  approaching  train,  by  looking  up  and  down  the 
track. 

It  is  not  unusual  for  empty  cars  and  freight  cars  to  stand 
upon  the  tracks  ilear  the  crossings  in  our  cities,  some  have 
engines  attached  to  them,  and  are  waiting  some  signal  to 
start,  some  have  no  engines  attached.  In  the  meantime 
passenger  trains  are  ranning  in  and  out,  and  a  person  who 
wishes  to  cross  the  track  is  necessarily  in  some  doubt  as  to 
the  exact  condition  of  things.  His  observation  of  the  tracks 
is  necessarily  very  limited,  and  the  view  he  obtains  quite 
unsatisfactory.  There  is  often  a  curve  in  the  track  at  a 
short  distance  from  the  crossing,  so  that  he  cannot  see  an 
approaching  train  without  going  quite  a  distance  out  of  his 
way.  In  this  condition  of  things  ought  we  to  establish  the 
rale,  that  a  foot  traveler  is  gailty  of  want  of  ordinary  care 
and  caution  by  attempting  to  cross  without  first  obtaining 
an  observation  of  the  track  at  a  distance  safficient  to  insure 
his  safety  against  a  locomotive  advancing  towards  him  at 
the  rate  of  thirty  or  forty  miles  an  hour? 


NEW  TOBK  FBAOHCB  BEPOBia  X9Z 

Besiegel  ftgt.  The  K.  T.  Oentnl  BaOxoad  Go. 

In  my  opinion^  we  ought  to  hold  the  ra]hx)ad  company 
responsible  in  sach  a  case,  if  thej  run  at  too  great  a  rat& 
of  speed  to  allow  a  man  to  clear  the  track  who  has  approached 
it,  without  being  warned  of  the  danger  by  the  nsual  signals^ 
When  a  man  on  foot  reaches  a  point  near  the  crossing,  and 
listens  and  hears  no  signal  or  warning,  I  think  he  is  not 
guiliy  of  negligence  for  attempting  to  cross  over  the  track  m 
a  case  where  he  cannot  see  up  and  down  the  track  by  reason 
of  obstructions.  But  I  would  not  make  the  railroad  com- 
pany liable  for  a  coQision  in  such  a  case,  when  they  run 
their  locomotives  with  moderate  speed  and  make  the  usual 
signals  before  reaching  the  crossing. 

We  are  to  look  at  the  case  at  bar  as  it  appeared  from  the 
plaintiff 's  statement,  and  we  must  assume  tiiat  the  defend- 
ants  nm  their  engine  at  a  dangerous  rate  of  speed,  without 
giving  any  signals  of  danger ;  that  the  plcdntiff  listened 
when  standing  upon  the  second  track  and  heard  no  alarm  ;' 
that  he  could  not  see  the  engine  until  he  was  about  to  step 
upon  the  third  track,  when  it  struck  him  before  he  could  get 
out  of  the  way.  In  this  view  of  the  facts,  I  think  the  court 
below  erred  in  holding  as  a  matter  of  law,-  that  the  plaintiff 
was  guilty  of  negligence. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted,, 
costs  to  abide  the  event. 

FoBTEB,  J.  The  non-suit  seems  to  have  been  granted  on 
the  &eory,  that  a  citiz^i  who  crosses  a  railway  track,  at  its 
intersection  with  a  public  highway,  is  an  absolute  insurer 
of  his  own  safety  against  the  criminal  negligence  of  a  wrong 
doer.  It  was  sustained  at  the  general  term  on  the  equally 
untenable  theory,  that  the  plaintiff,  who  looked  in  each 
direction  before  crossing,  and  saw  no  engine  approaching, 
was  guiliy  of  culpable  negligence  in  not  continuing  to  look 
both  ways  simultaneously.  In  either  aspect,  the  decision 
was  plainly  erroneous. 

The  plaintiff  owed  no  duty  to  the  defendant  beyond  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care.  The  proof  is  clear^  not  only  that- 
he  was  free  from  negligenoe,  but  that  he  exensised  more  cir- 
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"CTunspection  and  care  than  most  men  would  under  similar 
-cir<?amstances. 

He  was  on  the  east  side  of  St.  Joscfph  street,  proceeding 
in  a  southerly  direction^  and  on  arriving  at  the  crossing,  he 
-observed  the  approach  of  a  train  of  cars  from  the  west,  on 
the  fifth  or  southern  track.  He  stopped  at  a  safe  distance 
.and  waited  until  the  entire  train  had  passed.  He  stood  at 
the  point  where  the  second  track  crossed  the  sidewallL 
TFhis,  and  the  first  or  northern  track,  through  some  unex- 
plained neglect  of  the  company,  were  used  as  a  place  of 
^ieposit  for  empty  freight  cars,  eight  feet  in  height,  extend- 
ing up  to  withiQ  three  feet  of  the  sidewalk,  and  thus  obstrutc- 
ing  in  a  considerable  degree  the  eastern  view  of  the  tracks 
used  by  the  trains.  No  other  cars  were  in  view,  and  there 
was  no  signal  from  any  quarter  of  approaching .  danger. 
The  flagman,  whose  duty  it  was  to  be  at  his  post  and  dis- 
play his  flag  when  an  engine  was  drawing  near,  or  when, 
from  any  cause,  the  crossing  was  unsafe,  did  not  appear  to 
;giye  the  customary  warning.  It  turned  out,  however,  that 
^t  the  moment  the  plaintiff  resumed  his  way,  an  engine, 
-unincumbered  with  cars  was  running  rapidly  backward  from 
the  east  on  the  track  next  to  that  on  which  he  had  been 
standing.  Its  approach  was  so  sudden  and  noiseless,  that 
although  four  of  the  witnesses  stood  on  the  south  side  of 
the  crossing,  looking  toward  the  north,  and  with  nothing  to 
obstruct  their  view,  neither  of  them  saw  it  until  an  instant 
before  the  accident. 

The  plaintiff  knew  nothing  of  this,  and  his  first  step 
brought  him  within  some  four  feet  of  the  point  where  he 
was  struck  by  the  projecting  fender  of  the  engine,  which, 
though  veiled  from  view,  must  then  have  been  within  forty 
feet  of  him.  At  the  first  step,  he  Iboked  east,  at  the  second 
west,  and  he  was  prostrated  at  the  third.  The  whole  affair 
was  so  instantaneous  that  he  did  not  get  to  the  track,  but 
was  knocked  down  before  ^e  seached  it.  After  he  started, 
less  than  two  seconds  intervened  before  his  leg  was  crushed* 
JLU  the  witnesses  swear  that  the  engine  was  moving  at  & 
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tapid  rate  of  speed.  All  agree  that  the  bell  was  not  rung 
until  after  the  accident. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  it  is  obidons  that  the  gross  neg- 
ligence of  the  defendant's  agents  was  the  sole  cause  of  the 
injuiy.  The  omission  of  the  cnstomaiy  signals  was  an  assu- 
rance by  the  company  to  the  plaintiff,  that  no  engine  was 
approaclpng  within  a  quarter  of  a  mile,  on  either  side  of 
the  crossing.  On  this  he  was  entitled  to  rely,  and  to  the 
defendant  he  owed  no  duty  of  further  inquiry.  He  was  not 
hound  to  be  on  the  lookout  for  danger,  when  assured  by  the 
company  that  the  crossing  was  safe.  The  views  expressed 
in  the  case  of  Ernst  agt.  The  Hudson  River  BaUroad  Gomr 
pmy,  decided  at  the  present  term,  are  equally  controlling  in 
ibis  case. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

All-  the  judges  concurred,  except  Daties,  Ch.  J.,  who 
ei^ressed  no  opinion. 

Judgment  accordin^y. 


•  »• 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Stephen  Van  Rensselaeb  agt.  Mabtin  Tubbs. 

fo  compel  the  attendance  and  examination  of  a  party  xmder  section  S91  of  the 
Code,  a  snmmone  mnat  be  aenred  npon  the  party  to  be  examined ;  and  the 
noHoe  in  writing  prescribed  by  that  section,  most  be  serred  upon  the  attorney 
cf  9uch  party f  before  the  party  can  be  brought  into  contempt.  It  is  not  neooe- 
sary  that  snch  notice  should  be  seryed  npon  the  party  pereonaUy* 

Albany  General  Terniy  December,  1864. 

Before  Pecehah,  Mn.T.ER  and  Inoaixs,  Justices. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  special  term,  refus- 
ing to  strike  out  the  answer  in  the  above  action,  for  failure 
of  the  defendant  to  appear  and  be  examined  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff,  under  section  391  of  the  Code.  Notice  in 
writing  of  such  examination  was  served  upon  the  aUomey  of 
the  defendant  five  days  previous  to  the  day  fixed  for  such 
Vol.  XXXL  13 
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three  days  previoiis  thereto,  requiring  his  attendance  as 
aforesaid.  The  defendant  did  not  appear,  because  the  Jive 
day's  notice  was  not  served  upon  him  personally.  The  plaintiff 
moved  at  special  term  to  stiike  out  the  answer,  which  was 
denied,  and  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

P.  F.  CooFER, /or  fMntiff. 
Akson  Bingham,  for  defendant. 

By  the  Court,  Ingalls,  J.  The  question  presented  upon 
this  appeal,  is  whether  the  notice  of  examination  prescribed 
by  section  391  of  the  Code  should  have  been  served  upon 
the  defendant  personally,  instead  of  his  attorney.  Section 
417  provides  as  follows :  '^  Where  a  party  shall  have  an 
attorney  in  the  action,  the  service  of  the  papers  shall  be  upon 
the  attorney,  instead  of  the  party." 

Section  408  prescribes  the  manner  such  service  shall  be 
made.  Section  418  is  as  follows :  "  The  provisions  of  this 
chapter  shall  not  apply  to  the  service  of  a  summons  or  other 
process^  or  any  paper  to  bring  a  party  into  contempt'*  The 
chapter  referred  to  embraces  sections  408,  417,  418.  But 
for  section  418,  it  would  seem  quite  clear  that  the  service  of 
the  notice  upon  the  attorney  was  sufficient.  If,  therefore, 
the  effect  of  such  notice  was  to  bring  the  defendant  into 
contempt  for  failure  to  appear,  it  follows  that  the  service 
upon  the  attorney  was  irregular  and  insufficient.  I  do  not 
think  section  391  should  be  so  construed.  It  will  be  observed 
that  the  section  provides  for  the  service  of  such  notice  upon 
the  party  to  be  examined,  and  any  other  adverse  party y  and 
further  provides :  '^  But  the  party  to  be  examined  shall  not 
be  compelled  to  attend  in  any  other  county  than  that  of  his 
residence,  or  where  he  may  be  served  witix  a  summons  for 
his  attendance."  Then  follows  section  392,  which  provides : 
**  The  party  to  be  examined,  as  in  the  last  section  provided, 
may  be  compelled  to  attend  in  the  same  manner  as  a  witness 
who  is  to  be  examined  conditionally."  The  Eevised  Statutes 
ipd.  3,  page  673,  5th  ed.)  proscribes  the  mode  of  taking  the 
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examination  of  a  witness  conditionally.  Section  10  {p.  676) 
requires  the  service  of  a  summons  upon  the  witness  to  be 
examined.  Sections  68,  69,  60  (p.  648)  prescribes  the  man- 
ner obedience  to  such  summons  is  to  be  enforced.  The  C!ode 
(§  394)  is  as  follows :  "li  a  party  refuse  to  attend  and  tes- 
tify, as  in  the  last  four  sections  provided,  he  may  be  punished 
as  for  a  contempt,  and  his  complaint,  answer  or  reply  may 
be  stricken  out."  Section  390  provides  that  a  party  to  an 
adion  may  be  examined  at  the  instance  of  the  adverse  party 
at  the  trial  or  conditionally,  or  upon  conuliission,  and  may 
be  compelled  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  witneaa, 

I  therefore,  conclude  that  to  compel  the  attendance  and 
examination  of  a  party  under  section  391  of  the  Code,  a 
Bommons  must  be  served  upon  the  party  to  be  examined ; 
and  the  notice  in  writing  prescribed  by  that  section,  must 
be  served  upon  the  attorney  of  such  party  before  the  party 
can  be  brought  into  contempt.    This  view  is  strengthened 
by  the  further  consideration,  that  notice  of  such  examina- 
tion is  to  be  served  upon  every  adverse  party.    Certainly  not 
for  the  purpose  of  bringing  into  contempt  any  party,  other 
than  the  one  whose  examination  is  sought.    The  object  of 
the  notice  is  obviously  to  apprise  all  the  adverse  parties  that 
such  exasiination  is  to  occur,  and  to  afford  them  an  oppor- 
toniiy  to  prepare  therefor.    And  the  summons  is  the  process 
which  is  designed  to  compel  the  attendance  of  the  party  to 
be  examined.    This  construction  renders  the  whole  proceed- 
ing harmonious.    The  cases  Oaughe  agt.  Laroche  (14  How. 
451) ;  and  Bleecker  agt.  Carroll  (2  Abb.  82),  favor  this  con- 
struction.   I  am  aware  that  the  decision  in  Leeds  agt.  Brown 
(5  Alh.  418),  is  in  conflict  with  the  view  above  taken,  but 
that  decision  is  not  in  harmony  with  Bleecker  agt.  Carroll 
above  cited,  although  decided  by  the  same  learned  justice. 
I  therefore  conclude  that  the  order  of  the  special  term  in 
this  case  was  erroneous,  and  must  be  reversed  with  $10  costs. 
But  as  the  practice  under  section  391  was  not  settied,  I 
think  the  answer  should  not  be  stricken  out  absolutely,  as 
the  consequences  may  be  too  serious.    An  order  should  be 
entered  reversiog  the  order  of  the  special  term  with  $10  costs ; 
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and  that  the  answer  be  stricken  out,  unless  the  defendant 
attend  and  submit  to  an  examination  before  the  same  referee, 
and  at  the  same  place  named  in  the  original  notice  and 
summons,  upon  a  notice  of  five  days  to  be  served  upon  the 
defendant's  attorneys. 


•  ♦• 


SUPEEME  COUET. 

WHiUAM  4-  Hadden,  John  A-  Hadden  and  Fbancis  Pott, 
composing  the  firm  of  Hadden  &  Company,  respondents, 
agt.  Jebeboah  W.  Dimice,  appellant. 

An  agreement  in  writing  was  entered  into  between  the  parties  in  this  aotion  as 

follows  :  *'  It  is  hereby  agreed  between  J.  W.  Dimiok  and  Hadden  &  Co.,  that 

the  said  J,  W.  Dimick  shall,  for  the  three  years  next  ensaiog,  unless  this  agree- 

pient  shaU  be  dissolved  by  Hadden  &  Co.,  on  three  months*  notice,  consign 

exdnsively  to  the  said  Hadden  A  Co.  all  the  blankets  of  his  manufacture  to  be 

■old  by  them,  and  that  the  commission  to  be  allowed  Hadden  &  Co.  for  sach 

sales  shall  be  seven  and  one-haJlf  per  cent,  to  coyer  the  guaranty  of  debt  and  all 

charges  (including  insurance  ftx>m  fire)  to  which  the  goods  may  be  sabjeot^ 

after  being  received  in  store. 

New  York  June  12, 1861. 

(Signed)  JT.  W.  DnncK.  [seal.] 

(Signed)  Haddbi  &  Co.  [seal.] 

Sealed  and  delivered  in  the ) 
presence  of  ) 

(Signed)  Wh.  G.  THOKSOif, 

Witness. 

Meld,  1st.  That  this  agreement  having  been  duly  acknowledged  by  one  of  the 
phuntifb'  firm  and  by  the  defendant  to  have  been  properly  signed,  and  being 
attested  by  a  subscribing  witness  at  their  request,  was  properly  admissible  in 
evidence. 

JSUd,  2d.  That  the  partners  authority  to  execute  the  sealed  instrument  was  rati- 
fied by  the  subsequent  acts  of  the  plaintifls  under  it,  even  if  there  was  a  fiiihire 
of  proof  of  authority  existing  at  the  execution  of  the  paper. 

Beld,  8d.  That  the  agreement  was  muiucU;  and  that  it  was  not  in  rtetrainl  qf 
trade, 

Beld,  4th.  That  the  agreement  did  not  permit  the  defendant  to  sell  blankets  of 
his  manufacture,  himself,  without  a  breach  of  the  agreement. 

Seldj  5th.  That  all  preceding  and  cotemporaneous  agreements  were  merged  Into 
the  writing ;  and  it  was  therefore  right  to  reject  the  evidence  offered  as  to  a 
previous  parol  agreement  in  addition  to  the  writing  itself. 

Beld,  6th.  That  if  the  plaintifb  subsequently  promised  to.  be  the  defendant** 
euretiee  upon  a  contract  to  be  obtained  of  the  U.  S.  Oovemment  by  the  defend- 
ant, to  sell  his  blankets  to  the  Government,  it  was  no  defense  to  this  action  to 
recover  the  plaintiflB*  commiasiona  on  the  sales  actually  made  by  the  defendant 
himself  subsequently  to  the  Government,  by  an  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
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defendant  with  the  GoTernment  with  other  snretios  than  the'plaintiilis.  They 
had  a  right  to  recede  if  they  had  promised.  (IiraRAHAit,  P.  J.  dissenting— hold' 
ing  that  the  plaint^*  consent  to  dtfendanCs  seUing  to  the  Gor>emfnent  migJU  be 
'^inferred,  or  at  least  thae  was  evidence  enough  to  suJbmit  .to  the  Jury  the  question 
(^  Oieir  oonsenL) 

New  York  General  Term  November^  1866. 

Before  Ingbahak,  P.  J.,  Babnakd  and  Leonabd,  Justices. 

This  case  involyes  veij  important  questions  of  an  almost 
eyeiy  day  commercial  character,  and  which,  under  the  agree- 
ment of  the  parties,  consist  largely  of  facts  which  are 
brought  out  by  the  evidence  and  the  points  of  the  respec- 
tive counsel.  The  dissenting  opinion  of  Judge  Ingrahah 
seems  to  touch  the  only  doubtful  point  in  the  case.  The 
plaintiffis'  statement  is  as  follows :  On  the  12th  day  of  June, 
1861,  the  parties  entered  into  the  written  agreement,  of 
which  the  following  is  a  copy : 

"Agbeemekt. — ^It  is  hereby  agreed,  between  J.  W.  Dimiok 
and  Hadden  &  Co.,  that  the  said  J.  W.  Dimick  shall  for  the 
three  years  next  ensuing,  unless  this  agreement  shall  be  dis- 
solyed  by  Hadden  &  Co.  on  three  months'  notice,  consign 
exclusively  to  the  said  Hadden  &  Co.,  all  the  blankets  of  his 
manufacture  to  be  sold  by  them,  and  that  the  commission 
to  be  allowed  Hadden  and  Co,  for  such  sales,  shall  be  seven 
(md  one-half  per  cerU,  to  cover  the  guaranty  of  debts  and  all 
charges  (including  insurance  from  fire)  to  which  the  goods 
may  be  subject  after  being  received  in  store.  ^ 

New  York,  June  12, 1861. 

(Signed)  J.  W.  Ddogk.  [seal.] 

(Signed)  Hadden  &  Co.  [seal.] 

Sealed  and  delivered  in  ) 
the  presence  of        ) 

(Signed)        Wm.  G.  Thomson, 

Witness." 

It  is  in  the  handwriting  of  a  clerk  of  the  plaintifEs,  and 
the  signatures  were  acknowledged  by  the  parties  in  the 
presence  of  the  subscribing  witness. 

The  words ''  including  insurance  from  fire,"  were  interlined 
by  the  defendant  before  the  execution  of  the  instrument, 
over  some  pencil  memorandum.    At  the  foot  of  the  contract 
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there  was  a  pencil  memoraQdnm,  a  part  only  of  whioh  was 
legible  at  the  time  of  the  triaL  It  looked  as  though  there 
had  been  four  lines ;  the  first  two  were  mostly  rubbed  out, 
and  were  not  intelligible ;  the  other  two  were  considerably 
rubbed  out  also  (but  not  with  india-rubber).  The  witness 
Priohard  copied  it,  and  his  copy  is  to  this  effect :  **  that  the 
goods  should  be  advanced  upon  by  the  paper  of  Hadden  & 
Go.  to  the  extent  of  one-half  of  the  invoice  value."  Dimick 
oould  not  tell  what  the  pencil  marks  were.  Whatever  they 
were,  they  were  not  incorporated  in  the  written  contract. 
There  is  no  evidence  when  they  were  put  there,  or  that  they 
were  on  the  paper  when  its  execution  was  acknowledged, 
and  the  attention  of  the  subscribing  witness  was  not  called 
to  it,  if  it  was  there  at  that  time. 

Dimick,  after  the  contract  was  made,  applied  at  different 
times  to  Hadden  &  Oo.  for  advances,  to  assist  him  in  making 
new  machinery  for  blankets.  They  always  advanced  to  him 
when  requested,  until  February,  1862,  when  they  declined 
because  the  blankets  would  not  sell. 

For  a  statement  of  amount  of  advances,  with  the  expla- 
nation by  each  party,  see  folios  118  to  123  and  foUo  149  of 
the  case. 

These  advances  were  all  made  to  enable  Dimick  to  carry 
ont  his  contract  for  blankete,  by  the  procuring  of  machin^ 
for  their  manufacture.  They  were  purely  voltmtaiy  on  the 
part  of  Hadden  &  Co. 

In  the  absence  of  an  agreement,  it  is  a  matter  of  discre- 
tion witii  consignees  whether  to  make  advances  or  not. 

After  the  execution  of  the  contract,  Dimick  began  to 
manufacture  blankets,  and  in  August,  September,  October, 
November  and  December,  1861,  sent  them  to  Hadden  &  Co. 
for  sale. 

In  December  there  was  an  accumulation  of  blankets  in 
iheir  hands  to  the  amount  of  $10,000  to  $15,000,  which  they 
had  not  sold  and  could  not  sell  at  any  price.  Up  to  Decem- 
ber they  had  sold  only  a  few  bales.  The  whole  of  these 
blankets  were  finally  sold,  in  August,  1862,  to  the  United 
States,  and  there  was  no  period  prior  to  this  at  which  the 
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blankets  would  have  bronglit  the  prices  at  which  thej  were 
then  sold  Dimick  limited  the  price  at  which  the  blankets 
were  to  be  sold ;  substantiallj)  this  is  admitted  by  Dimick. 

Hadden  &  Co.  made  strenuous  efforts  to  seU  at  the  prices 
named,  but  could  not.  Dimick  says  they  could  have  been 
sold,  but  that  is  a  mere  opinion,  and  there  is  no  evidence 
that  he  ever  complained  to  the  plaintiffs  of  any  neglect  on 
their  part  while  the  blankets  were  in  their  possession,  or 
that  he  ever  claimed  to  rescind  the  contract  on  that  ground. 

The  plaintifiis  consulted  Dimick's  interest  in  regard  to 
sales.  "  Nothing  was  done  without  consultation  with  Mr. 
Dimick ;"  and  he  knew  the  whole  amoimt  of  blankets  on 
hand  xmsold,  up  to  the  time  of  the  final  sale  in  August,  1862. 

The  reason  why  sales  could  not  be  effected  was,  that  the 
GoTemment  was  then  largely  importing  foreign  blankets, 
\7hich  shut  out  those  of  domestic  manufacture. 

In  December,  1861,  Dimick  asked  for  further  advances  on 
these  blankets.  Plaintiffs  had  then  on  hand  some  $10,000 
to  $15,000  worth,  which  they  could  not  seU ;  as  before  stated, 
they  declined  to  make  advances  on  the  blankets,  on  the 
ground  that  they  could  not  seU  them ;  but  offered  to  do  so 
on  goods  that  could  be  sold  at  auction.  To  this  Dimick,  it 
seems,  did  not  assent,  but  told  them  he  would  have  to  stop 
manTrfactrmng,  which  they  said  was  the  best  thing  he  could 
do,  as  they  did  not  want  the  blankets,  and  he  accordingly 
did  stop  manufacturing  for  a  time ;  but  they  never  declined 
to  sell  for  him,  and  never  told  him  that  he  could  get  some- 
body else  to  sell  for  him. 

Accounts  were  rendered  to  Dimick  by  plainti£k  every  six 
months,  and  he  was  always  in  their  debt  from  $2,000  to 
$3,000. 

In  August,  1862  (when  the  balance  of  blankets  on  hand 
was  sold  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  Government  as  aforesaid), 
the  United  Ssates  were  in  the  market  for  the  purchase  of 
domestic  blankets,  and  had  issued  proposals  iavitiag  bids. 

Dimick  went  to  Haddens'  and  told  tbem  this,  and  that  he 
intended  to  put  in  a  bid ;  he  wished  them  (plaintiffs)  to  take 
Government  pay,  which,  at  that  time,  was  half  money  and 
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half  ceridficates  of  indebtedness,  and  paj  him  as  he  deliv- 
ered the  goods. 

Pott,  one  of  the  plaintiffs'  firm,  said  he  would  sign  a  bond 
and  deliver  the  goods  to  the  Government,  and  take  Gbvem- 
ment  pay,  and  give  Dimick  the  money  as  he  deUvered  the 
goods  for  seven  and  one-half  per  cent  commissions,  if  Dimick 
got  the  contract. 

On  the  25th  of  Angnst,  1862,  Dimick  put  in  his  first  pro- 
posal or  bid  for  20,000  blankets  at  $7.50  per  pair,  stating  in 
his  proposal  that  the  blankets  were  sold  in  this  city  by 
Messrs.  Hadden  &  Oo.,  340  Broadway,  and  pledging  himself 
to  enter  into  a  written  contract  with  the  Government  with 
good  and  approved  securities,  within  ten  days  after  notice 
that  his  bid  had  been  accepted. 

Subjoined  to  this  proposal  was  a  guaranty  signed  by  John 
A.  Hadden  and  Francis  Pott  in  their  individual  names,  to 
the  effect  that  Dimick  would  comply  with  the  terms  of  his 
proposal.  This  first  bid  or  proposal  was  thrown  out  or 
rejected.  Dimick  then  made  a  sample  blanket  and  went 
with  Spencer  (the  plaintiffs'  salesman)  to  the  assistant  quar- 
termaster, Col.  Yinton,  who  told  him  he  would  give  him  a 
t^ontract  if  he  would  make  the  blanket  a  little  stronger. 

A  second  sample  was  also  rejected,  but  a  third  sample 
pleased  him,  and  he  gave  Dimick  a  contract  for  31,000 
Uankets. 

This  second  bid  or  proposal,  with  a  similar  guaranty  (not 
mgned  by  any  one),  is  set  out  at  length  (folios  83-87,  inclu- 
sive of  the  case). 

Spencer  was  with  Dimick  at  the  office  of  Col.  Vinton 
when  this  bid  was  accepted.  Col.  Vinton  said  he  would 
take  the  contract  securities.  Spencer  told  Dimick  to  send 
them  to  Hadden  &  Co. ;  he  afterwards  received  a  notice,  as 
he  says,  from  H.  &  Co.  that  the  bonds  and  contract  were 
ready,  and  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  go  up  and  sign  them. 
He  and  Spencer  went  up  again  to  Vinton's,  and  took  away 
the  contract  of  Dimick  with  United  States,  and  two  blank 
•secnrity  bonds. 
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This  contract  with  the  Goyemment  and  the  bonds  are  set 
out  at  length  (folios  89  to  102  inclusive,  of  the  case). 

Dimick  then  went  to  Hadden  &  Co.,  and  signed  the  bonds. 
Up  to  this  time,  Dimick  had  no  negotiation  or  conversation 
with  Hadden  &  Co.  or  either  of  the  members  of  the  firm,  in 
respect  to  their  becoming  sureties  on  any  other  bond  than 
the  first.  Nor  is  there  any  evidence  that  Hadden  &  Co. 
knew  that  a  second  proposal  was  to  be  made.  Dimick  swears 
that  Mr.  Pott  at  this  interview — Hadden  being,  he  thinks, 
in  the  office  at  the  time — said  they  would  sign  the  bonds 
that  day,  and  would  send  them  back  to  Col.  Yinton's  office ; 
that  he  told  them  he  wanted  them  to  sign  them'immediately, 
and  that  they  said  he  need  not  take  any  trouble  about  it ; 
that  he  must  go  to  the  null,  and  go  on  with  the  blankets  as 
fast  as  possible. 

Mr.  Pott  expressly  contradicts  this ;  he  swears  that  after 
the  first  bid  was  rejected,  neither  he  nor  any  one  of  his  firm 
told  Dimick  that  they  would  become  his  sureties  to  the 
Government  on  any  other  contract ;  that  he  had  but  one 
conversation  with  Dimick  about  it,  and  declined  to  give 
security.  AgaLn,  he  swears  that  Dimick  is  mistaken  about 
the  interview  he  spoke  of ;  that  no  interview  of  that  kind 
took  place  ;  that  Dimick  never  came  to  see  them  but  once 
(on  this  subject),  and  that  time  they  poaitiTely  refused  to 
become  sureties. 

And  he  gives  his  reasons  for  refusing.  Again  he  swears, 
"I  said  from  the  very  commencement  that  I  would  not  give 
security  upon  that  second  contract." 

In  all  this  he  is  corroborated  by  Spencer,  who  was  present 
at  the  interview.  (See  also  testimony  of  Dimick,  folios  105 
to  110  inclusive,  of  the  case).  The  names  of  John  A.  Had- 
den and  Francis  Pott  are  written  in  the  body  of  the  two 
surety  bonds  in  question. 

By  whom  this  was  done  is  not  shown.  Spencer  thinks  it 
looks  like  John  A.  Hadden's,  yet  he  is  not  familiar  with  his 
handwriting,  and  he  says  it  looks  quite  as  much  like  the 
handwriting  of  two  of  the  entry  clerks.  Whoever  wrote  in 
the  names,  did  it  without  authority. 
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Spencer  had  no  authority  whatever  beyond  that  of  salesman^ 
and  could  not  commit  the  firm  to  anything  without  consult- 
ing the  firm.  When  he  went  to  the  quartermaster's  with 
Dimick,  he  went  simply  as  Hadden  &,  Oo.'s  salesman^  and 
with  no  other  authority,  and  in  that  capacity  did  all  he  did 
do  in  procuring  the  contract.  He  knew  nothing  as  to  what 
facilities  Dimick  had  for  procuring  sureties;  he  supposed 
he  would  get  security,  but  did  not  know  what  his  resources 
were  ;  he  did  not  know  that  Hadden  &  Co.  woidd  refuse  to 
be  his  guarantors ;  he  did  not  know  anything  about  it.  It 
is,  therefore,  not  proved  that  Hadden  &  Co.  ever  promised 
or  agreed  to  become  security  on  the  contract  which  Dimick 
actually  made  with  the  Government ;  but  the  very  contrary 
is  proved. 

Dimick  must  have  procured  other  sureties. 

Under  this  contract  he  went  on  deUvering  blankets  to  the 
Govemjnent  himself,  during  October,  November  and  Decem- 
ber, 1862,  and  January  and  February,  1863,  without  consign- 
ing them  to  Hadden  &  Co.,  and  whoUy  regardless  of  his 
contract  with  them,  to  the  extent  (at  the  time  this  action 
was  commenced — ^February,  1863)  of  20,584  blankets,  at 
$3.75  a  blanket,  and  received  the  pay  for  them  himseU 
directly  from  the  Government. 

In  consequence  of  this,  the  plaintiffs  wrote  to  Dimick  the 
two  letters  set  out  at  folios  115-16-17  of  the  case,  dated 
October  20  and  November  8, 1862. 

Dimick  had  left  off  all  communication  with  the  Haddens 
since  the  6th  of  October,  1862. 

This  suit  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  this  breach 
of  the  contract. 

The  defense  as  stated  by  the  defendant  was  as  follows  : 

First,  That  the  contract  was  void  for  the  following  reasons : 

I.  Want  of  mutuality. 

II.  Being  in  restraint  of  trade. 

III.  Being  against  public  policy,  as  tending  to  deprive 
the  government  of  the  benefit  of  competition. 

Second.  That  certain  words  written  in  pencil  at  the  foot 
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of  the. ink  writing  were  part  of  the  agreement,  with  which 
the  plaintiff  had  not  complied. 

Third,  That  the  written  paper  contained  only  part  of  an 
entire  agreement  in  parol  which  embraced  terms  not  fulfilled 
by  the  plaintiflk 

Fourth.  That  this  written  paper  was  obtained  by  misrep- 
resentation. 

^j^A.  That  the  sale  to  the  United  States  was  made  with 
the  assent  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  precluded  them  from  the 
commission. 

Sixth,  That  the  plaintiffs  refused  or  neglected  to  sell 
blankets  which  had  been  consigned,  and  the  defendant  was 
therefore  excused  from  consigning  more. 

At  the  close  of  the  testimony,  the  defendant's  counsel 
asked  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  upon 
the  following  grounds : 

1st.  That  the  written  contract  was  invalid. 

2d.  That  by  its  terms  it  did  not  prevent  the  defendant 
from  selling  himself. 

3d.  That  the  fact  was  undisputed  that  a  sale  was  made  to 
the  United  States  by  the  defendant,  in  his  own  name,  with 
the  consent  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  such  a  sale  and  the  delivery 
consequent  thereon,  were  inconsistent  with  the  consignment 
of  the  goods  to  the  plaintiffs. 

But  the  judge  refused  so  to  direct  the  jury,  and  defend- 
ant's counsel  excepted. 

The  defendant's  counsel  also  requested  the  court  to  charge 
the  jury : 

1st.  That  if  the  jury  find  that  the  lines  at  the  foot  of  the 
agreement  made  a  part  of  the  agreement  they  must  find  for 
the  defendant,  unless  the  plaintiffs  complied  with  the  terms 
mentioned  in  those  lines. 

2d.  That  if  the  jury  find  that  the  plaintiffs,  after  the 
making  of  the  written  agreement,  unreasonably  refused  or 
neglected  to  sell  the  blankets  of  the  defendant  which  had 
been  consigned  to  them,  upon  the  best  terms  that  could  be 
obtained,  tiie  defendant  was  excused  from  consigning  to 
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them  any  more  blankets,  and  thej  should  find  for  the 
defendant. 

3d.  That  if  the  jury  find  that  the  plaintiffs,  after  the 
making  of  the  Written  agreement,  told  the  defendant  that  he 
might  cease  to  manufacture  blankets,  and  they  did  not  want 
any  more  of  them,  the  defendant  was  excused  from  consign- 
ing any  more  to  them,  and  they  should  find  for  the  defendant. 

4th.  fhat.if  the  jury  find  that  a  new  agreement  was  made 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  defendant  for  the  sale  of  blankets 
to  the  United  States,  and  in  pursuance  of  which  the  defend* 
ant  made  a  sale  to  the  United  States,  the  defendant  is  not 
liable,  upon  the  written  agreement  in  suit,  for  not  consign- 
ing those  blankets  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  verdict  should 
be  for  the  defendant. 

5th.  That  if  the  jury  find  that  the  blankets  in  question 
could  not  have  been  sold  to  the  United  States,  except  upon 
a  guaranteed  proposal,  and  the  plaintiffs  refused  to  make  or 
unite  in  such  guaranteed  proposal,  and  consented  that  the 
defendant  should  himself  make  such  guaranteed  proposal 
and  seU  accordingly,  they  cannot  recover  in  this  action. 

6th.  That  even  if  the  plaintiffs  did  nt)t  consent  that  the 
defendant  should  himseU  make  such  guaranteed  proposal 
and  seU  accordingly,  yet,  if  the  blankets  in  question  could 
not  have  been  sold  to  the  United  States,  except  upon  a 
guaranteed  proposal,  and  the  plaintiffs  refused  to  render  or 
imite  in  such  guaranteed  proposal,  they  cannot  recover  in 
this  action. 

But  the  judge  refused  to  charge  the  jury  as  so  requested 
by  the  defendant's  counsel,  on  any  of  the  said  points,  and 
the  defendailt's  coimsel  excepted  to  such  refusal,  severally 
as  to  each  of  said  poiBte. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Judge  Allen,  November  18, 
1863,  and  the  jury,  directed  by  him,  to  render  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiffs  for  $4,183.30,  instructing  them  that  there  was 
nothing  in  the  case  for  them  to  pass  upon. 

A  motion  was  made  on  the  judge's  minutes  for  a  new  trial, 
and  denied. 

The  appeal  is  from  the  order  denying  this  motion,  the 
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judge  having  at  the  time  directed  judgment  to  be  suspended 
until  the  hearing  upon  the  case  and  exceptions  at  the  general 
term. 

John  H  Piatt  and  John  Slosson,  counsel  for  plaintiffs. 

First.  There  is  no  disputed  question  of  fact  which  could 
properly  have  been  left  to  the  jury.  The  only  fact  about 
vrhich  tiiere  is  any  dispute  is  the  alleged  promise  of  plain* 
tiSs  to  become  security  on  the  defendant's  bonds,  to  the 
contract,  actually  made  by  him  with  the  United  States  gov- 
ernment, and  on  that  subject  the  testimony  of  Dimick  (the 
only  witness  in  that  behalf  for  plaintiffs)  is  so  overborne  by 
that  of  Pott  and  Spencer,  that  no  yerdict  which  should  find 
sach  a  promise  could  stand. 

Besides  whether  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  become  securiiy 
or  not,  is,  on  the  undisputed  facts  of  the  case,  wholly  imma- 
rial,  as  wHl  be  hereafter  shown. 

Second.  If  the  contract  between  these  parties  was  a  valid 
and  entire  contract,  and  had  not  been  abrogated  or  rescinded, 
the  delivery  of  the  blankets  by  the  defendant  directly  to  the 
United  States,  and  not  through  Hadden  &  Co.,  and  receiv- 
ing payment  therefor  directly  from  the  Government,  was  a 
palpable  violation  of  it  on  his  part,  and  for  which  the  dam- 
ages claimed  in  this  action  are  justly  recoverable. 

Third.  The  contract  was  a  valid  contract  between  the 
parties. 

It  was  contended  by  defendant's  counsel  on  the  trial,  and 
the  question  arises  in  his  exceptions,  that  it  was  invalid. 

Ist.  For  want  of  mutuality. 

2d.  As  being  in  restraint  of  trade. 

3d.  As  against  public  policy,  in  hindering  the  Govemmenty 
then  at  war,  in  getting  blankets  for  the  supply  of  the  army. 

Of  each  of  these  objections  in  their  order. 

I.  Was  the  contract  void  for  want  of  mutuality  ? 

It  was  contended  on  the  trial  that  it  was  not  mutual, 
because  there  was  no  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs 
to  receive  the  goods  or  to  follow  plaintiffs'  instructions* 
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This  is  not  so.    The  contract  commences :  ^'  It  is  hereby 
agreed  between  J.  W.  Dimjck  and  Hadden  &  Ck>." 

What  follows,  therefore,  is  to  be  referred  to  an  agreement 
between  the  parties.  Dimick  on  his  part  agrees  to  consign 
the  blankets  of  his  own  manufacture  for  three  years  to 
Hadden  &  Co.,  so  that  he  is  bound,  and  they  are  to  be  so 
consigned,  ''  to  be  sold  by  them  "  (Hadden  &  Co.) ;  there- 
fore, all  goods  consigned  are  by  Hadden  &  Co.  agreed  to  be 
received  and  sold.*  Dimick  agrees  to  consign,  and  Haddens 
agree  that^  he  shall  consign,  and  this  for  the  purpose  of 
being  sold.  Haddens  therefore  agree,  when  he,  Dimick  con- 
signs, to  receire  and  selL  It  seems  absurd  to  give  any  other 
interpretation  to  this  contract.  Dimick  may  possibly  not  be 
bound  to  manufacture  blankets,  but,  if  he  does,  he  cannot 
sell  them  except  through  Hadden  &  Co. ;  and  if  he  consigns 
them  to  Hadden  &  Co.  for  sale,  they  must  be  received  by 
them  "to  be  sold ;"  and  if  they  do  not  sell,  he  has  a  clear 
remedy  as  for  breach  of  an  agreement.  Under  this  agree- 
ment, every  consignment  imposes  the  duty  of  receiving  and 
selling.  Then  there  is  a  consideration  to  uphold  Haddens' 
agreement,  and  the  instrument  is  under  seal  It  was  objected 
on  the  trial  that  the  proof  of  the  execution  of  the  agreement 
by  the  defendants  was  not  sufficient,  it  having  been  acknow- 
ledged by  one  only  of  the  partners  of  plaintifiis'  firm,  and 
that  therefore  the  firm  was  not  bound  by  this  contract  (see 
exception  at  foL  68).  It  is  an  answer  to  this  that  a  parol 
authority  from  one  partner  to  another  to  seal  for  him  is  suf- 
ficient, and  that  this  authority  may  be  inferred  from  the 
partnership  itself  and  the  subsequent  recognition  of  the  con- 
tract by  the  other  partners  (the  proof  in  which  respect  is 
full  in  this  case).  Nor  is  it  necessaiy  that  aU  the  partners 
should  be  present.  (Oram  agt.  Setoriy  1  HaU,  262 ;  Renvnck 
agt.  McAUisteTy  5  N.  Y.  Leg.  Observer ^  16;  WorrciH  agt 
Munn^  1  Seld.  p.  240 ;  Smith  agt.  Kerry  3  Coma.  144 ;  Skinner 
agt.  Dayton^  19  J.  B.  513 ;  Cody  agt.  Shepherd^  11  Pickg.  400.) 

Besides,  both  parties  having  acted  under  the  contract,  it 
is  not  in  Dimick's  mouth  to  make  this  objection,  and  he  ia 
moreover  estopped  by  being  present  and  acquiescing  in  the 
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acknowledgement  of  ihe  firm  signature  by  Hadden.  (Fish^ 
mongers'  Co.  agt.  Robertson^  5  M.  d  Or.  131 ;  1  Pars.  Con. 
373,  &c.  and  notes;  L'Amoreux  agt,  Oouldy  3  Sdd.  349.) 

And,  it  may  be  here  remarked,  this  circnmstance  of  per- 
formance takes  the  case  wholly  out  of  the  application  of 
Dorsey  agt.  Paokwood  (12  How.  U.  8.  £.)»  reUed  npon  by  the 
other  side,  eyen  if  that  case  ever  had  or  coidd  have  any 
application  or  analogy  to  the  present,  which  it  has  not.  It 
is  wholly  dissimilar  from  the  one  at  bar. 

H.  This  is  not  an  agreement  in  restraint  of  trade. 

Contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  generally  are  void;  but 
those  limited  as  to  time,  or  place,  or  persons  are  valid. 
{Palmer  agt.  Stehbins,  3  Pick.  188 ;  Alger  agt.  Tliacher,  19 
Pick.  51,  and  see  atdhorities  cited  in  a  learned  note,  2  Pars. 
Con.  254 ;  Dunlop  agt.  Gregory^  6  Sdd.  241 ;  Van  Marter  agt. 
Baboock,  23  Barb.  633.) 

This  contract  is  reasonable,  and  the  restraint  (if  it  can  be 
called  such)  is  partial,  and  it  is  upon  an  adequate  considera- 
tion. {Dunlop  agt.  Gregory y  above  ;  HcXbrook  agt.  WaterSf  9 
Hoia.  Pr.  335.) 

But,  in  truth,  there  is  no  restraint  of  trade  about  it.  On 
the  contrary,  it  is  a  contract  inducing  a  more  vigorous  exer- 
dse  of  his  trade  by  the  defendant.  The  public  cannot  suffer, 
but  would  rather  gain  by  the  execution  of  the  contract.  It 
calls  for  a  continued  manufacture  by  defendant.  The  con- 
tract, in  truth,  amounts  to  nothing  more  than  an  agreement 
to  employ  the  plaintiffs,  for  a  limited  period,  exclusively  as 
his  agents  to  effect  sales,  on  a  consideration  sufficient  to 
induce  the  defendant  to  give  the  employment. 

m.  The  objection  that  the  contract  is  against  publio 
policy,  as  tending  to  hinder  the  Government  in  procuring 
blankets  in  time  of  war,  does  not  require  much  comment. 
There  being  no  restraint  on  the  manufacture  of  blankets  by 
Dimick,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  a  sale  of  the  blankets  through 
the  Haddens,  could  operate  to  the  injxuy  of  the  Government, 
who  were  at  liberty  to  purchase  of  the  latter  as  freely  as  any 
private  person  in  the  land.  Such  a  doctrine  would  cut  up, 
root  and  branch,  all  the  thousand  relations  of  consignor  and 
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consignee  in  respect  to  goods  of  which  the  Gbyemment 
might  have  need. 

Fourth,  The  contract  is  entire.  It  is  on  its  face  complete, 
and  expressed  the  will  of  the  parties,  and  nothing  appears 
to  be  omitted.  The  fact  that  Dimick  inserted  the  words 
''  including  insurance  from  fire  "  in  his  own  hand  into  the  con- 
tract before  signing  it,  should  be  conclusive  that  the  agree- 
ment expresses  all  that  the  parties  intended  to  express.  It 
is  in  evidence  also,  that  when  the  execution  was  acknowledged 
by  both  parties  before  the  subscribing  witness,  not  a  word 
was  said  abont  any  omission  in  the  contact.  Did  Mr. 
Dimick  say  anything?"    "Not  a  word." 

It  is  necessary  here  to  consider  an  offer  that  was  made  on 
the  trial  to  interpolate  something  else  into  the  contract. 
The  answer  sets  up  in  substance  that  it  was  part  of  the  agree- 
ment that  the  plaintiffs  should  make  advances  on  goods  (it 
does  not  say  blankets),  and  that  the  written  contract  expresses 
only  part  of  the  agreement,  and  was  obtained  from  defendant 
by  tiie  plaintiffs  representing  to  him  that  they  wanted  it 
only  for  a  particular  purpose,  viz.,  to  show  it  to  customers, 
etc.,  and  was  not  intended  by  him,  nor  as  he  believes,  intended 
by  the  plaintiffs  as  anything:  more  than  a  partial  statement 
of  the  existing  agreemSt  between  them.  This  is  positively 
denied  by  the  reply,  and  the  written  paper  is  alleged  to  con- 
tain the  whole  agreement,  both  pleadings  being  under  oath. 
On  the  trial,  defendant's  counsel  offered  to  prove  "  that  the 
previous  parol  agreement  was  made  as  stated  in  the  answer, 
of  which  the  written  paper  shows  only  part."  The  evidence 
was  excluded,  and  the  defendant  excepted.  His  counsel 
also  at  the  same  time  offered  to  prove  /'  that  this  agreement 
,  was  obtained  from  defendant  by  the  misrepresentations,  and 
:  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  answer."  This  was 
excluded  and  an  exception  taken. 
Both  these  rulings  were  correct. 

I.  The  rule  is  inflexible  that  where  the  written  instrument 
imports  on  its  face  a  complete  expression  of  what  the  parties 
agreed  upon,  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  add  to  or 
vary  it.    The  offer  seeks  to  incorporate  a  new  and  indepen- 


NEW  YOBK  PBACnCE  BEFOBTa  209 

Haddon  agt.  Bimick. 

dent  provision  into  an  existing  executed  written  instrument, 
complete  in  itself  and  as  an  additional,  substantial  original, 
stipidation  of  the  contract  itself. 

This  has  never  been  allowed.  (See  Cowen  and  HtWa 
ncies,  984,  Sd  voL  p.  1466, 1470,  etc.  in  which  the  authorities 
are  reviev^ed  ;  Durgin  agt.  Ireland^  4  Kem.  322 ;  Benard  agL 
Sampson,  2  Kem,  661.) 

Fraud  or  mistake  are  not  pretended. 

IL  Even  if  the  contract  had  contained  an  agreement  to 
make  advances,  there  was  no  breach  of  it,  for  the  evidence 
is  foil  that  large  advances  were  made  by  plaintiffs  to  enable 
tiie  defendant  to  complete  his  machinery.  Pott  swears  they 
always  advanced  when  asked  to  do  so,  until  February,  1862, 
when  finding  the  blankets  would  not  sell,  he  expressed  an 
nnwillingneas  to  advance  on  the  blankets,  but  even  then 
they  lent  him  their  note  for  $5,000  on  other  security.  Dimick 
admits  that  they  were  willing  to  make  advances  upon  other 
gooda  Now  the  answer  does  not  pretend  that  this  parol 
agreement  was  that  advances  were  to  be  made  on  the 
blankets,  but  "  by  consignment  or  deposit  of  goods,"  so  that 
if  the  parol  agreement  had  been  proved,  it  could  not  have 
availed  defendant. 

m.  In  this  connection  the  defendant  proved  that  at  the 
foot  of  the  written  contract  were  four  pencil  lines,  the  two 
first  illegible,  but  the  last  two  with  a  littie  pains  might  be 
read  to  say  "  that  the  goods  shoxdd  be  advanced  upon  by 
the  paper  of  H.  &  Co.  to  the  extent  of  one-half  the  invoice 
value." 

The  handwriting  was  not  recognized,  and  Dimick  swears 
he  could  not  read  the  pencil  marks,  which  is  very  strange, 
if  he  had  ever  put  so  important  a  memorandum  there,  or 
knew  of  one  being  there.  The  defendant's  coimsel  asked 
the  judge  to  charge  the  jury  that  if  they  found  those  lines 
made  part  of  the  agreement,  they  should  find  for  the  defend- 
ant unless  the  plaintiffs  complied  with  the  terms  mentioned 
in  the  lines. 

This  the  judge  declined  to  do,  and  properly.    It  would 
have  violated  the  rule  of  evidence  above  stated,  and  the  evi- 
VoL.  XXXL  14 
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dence  was  too  Tague  and  unsatisfactory';  and  besides,  two 
of  the  four  lines  were  not  proved  at  all.  Nor  was  there  taij 
evidence  that  the  lines  were  on  the  paper  at  the  time  it  was 
executed. 

IV.  The  parties  acted  under  the  agreement  as  it  stands, 
without  notice  or  complaint  by  either  of  the  omission  of  so 
important  a  particular. 

Y.  In  respect  to  the  second  offer,  it  is  enough  to  say  that 
the  answer  does  not  set  up  any  '^  misrepresentations.'* 
There  is  no  allegation  of  fraud,  or  even  of  mistake.  The 
offer  was  purely  gratuitous,  and  unjustified  by  anything  con- 
tained in  the  answer. 

Fifth.  The  contract  was  never  abrogated  or  rescinded. 

This  involves  the  propriety  of  the  refusal  of  the  judge  to 
charge  the  fourth,  fifth  and  sixth  requests  of  defendant's 
counsel. 

The  fourth  request  assumes  that  there  was  evidence  of  a 
"  new  agreement "  between  the  parties  by  which  Dimick  was 
to  be  at  liberty  to  sell  directly  to  the  government,  and  not 
through  Hadden  &  Go. 

There  is  not  a  particle  of  evidence  to  warrant  such  an 
assumption,  or  on  which  a  verdict  in  favor  of  it  could  be 
sustained  {See  statement  of  fddti). 

Indeed,  in  his  first  proposal  to  the  government,  Dimick 
says  the  blankets  are  "  sold  in  this  city  by  Hadden  &,  Co., 
340  Broadway." 

This  conclusively  shows  that  in  negotiating  a  sale  to  the 
Government,  Dimick  had  no  idea  of  departing  from  his  con* 
tract  with  the  Haddens,  or  of  making  any  new  agreement 
with  them. 

The  plaintiffs'  firm  agreed  to  go  security  on  the  first  pro- 
posal, if  the  contract  had  been  awarded,  and  two  of  them 
signed  the  guaranty  attached  to  that  proposal  But  that 
proposal  was  rejected,  and  a  new  proposal  for  a  larger 
amount  of  blankets  made.  In  respect  to  this,  the  plaintiffs 
absolutely  declined  to  become  security.  They  had  not  been 
consulted  in  respect  to  it.  The  whole  negotiation  was  between 
Dimick,  Spencer  and  the  quartermaster.    Spencer  was  not 
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a  partner,  and  had  no  authority  to  bind  the  firm.  In  this 
negotiation  he  acted  merely  as  the  plaintiffs'  salesman,  the 
same  as  he  would  haye  done  had  he  been  negotiating  with 
aa  individuaL  The  very  fact  that  Dimick  availed  himself 
of  Spencer's  services,  shows  that  he  expected  that  the 
delivery  was  to  be  through  Hadden  &  Co.  It  was  for  their 
mutual  interest  that  a  good  customer  should  be  procured. 
In  fact  the  United  States  were  the  only  customers  they  had 
yet  found,  for  it  was  the  Government  who  bought  the  large 
stock  which  had  laid  in  their  hands  unsaleable  up  to  August, 
1862.  That  sale  was  expressly  ratified  by  Dimick.  The 
first  that  connects  the  plaintifis  with  the  second  proposal  by 
Dimick  to  the  Government,  and  which  resulted  in  a  contract, 
was  his  asking  them  to  become  security.  At  this  time  the 
contract  had  actually  been  made  with  the  Government. 
They  declined  at  once  to  become  such  security.  There  was 
but  one  conversation  on  the  subject  Dimick  swears  that 
Pott,  Hadden  being  (he  thinks)  in  the  office  (he  does  not 
say  in  his  presence  or  within  hearing),. promised  to  sign  the 
bonds.  Pott  swears  Dimick  is  mistaken,  and  in  this  he  is 
corroborated  by  Spencer,  who  was  present. 

The  fact  that  they  agreed  to  be  security  in  the  first  pro- 
posal did  not  obligate  them  to  become  security  in  a  second 
and  much  larger  proposal,  and  about  which  they  were  not 
consulted.  It  was  whoUy  optional  with  the  plaintiffs  whether 
they  would  sign  the  bonds  or  not.  The  evidence,  therefore, 
whoUy  falls  to  support  the  fourth  request  to  charge. 

As  to  ih&  fifth  and  sixth  requests  to  charge,  it  is  impossi- 
ble to  see  on  what  ground  they  can  be  sustained. 

There  is  no  evidence  whatever  that  the  plaintifiis  consented 
that  the  defendant  should  make  a  guaranteed  proposal  and 
sell  accordingly  (as  it  is  expressed  in  tiie  fifth  request) ;  that 
is,  sell  himself  directly  to  the  Government,  and  not  through 
their  intervention.  The  request  treats  this,  and  correctly, 
as  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury ;  as  a  question  of  fact,  there 
was  nothing  to  warrant  its  being  sent  to  the  jury.  It  would 
have  been  with  the  jury  isrhoUy  a  matter  of  speculationi 
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without  evidence  of  such  a  consent  to  guide  them.    Indeed, 
•11  the  evidence  is  the  other  way. 

As  to  the  sixth  request,  the  idea  that  as  the  blankets  could 
not  be  sold  without  a  guaranteed  proposal,  the  refusal  of 
the  plaintifib  to  become  security,  put  an  end,  as  matter  of 
law,  to  the  contract,  is  wholly  unsupported  in  any  principle 
Imown  to  the  law. 

Dimick  was  under  no  obligation  to  make  this  contract 
with  the  GoTemment ;  having  made  it,  he  took  the  risk  of 
getting  security.  The  Haddens  may  be  admitted  to  have 
acquiesced  in  the  contract,  but  that  imposed  no  obligation 
on  them  to  give  security.  Their  own  contract  did  not  pro- 
vide that  they  shoiQd  take  any  such  risks  as  those,  which 
signing  these  bonds  would  have  imposed.  They  were  to 
guarantee  debts,  but  not  the  delivery  of  30,000  blankets  of 
a  certain  quality. 

It  is  submitted  that  there  was  no  rescission  of  this  contract, 
in  fact  or  in  law. 

There  was  certainly  none  in  fact.  There  is  not  a  particle 
of  evidence  to  show  that  the  Haddens  ever  assented  to  an 
abandonment  of  it,  but  just  the  reverse  (see  letters,  folio 
116,  etc).  This  subject  has  been  already  sufficiently  dis- 
cussed ;  nor  can  a  waiver  or  rescission  bo  implied  from  any 
inconsistency  between  the  agreement  made  between  Dimick 
and  the  United  States,  and  his  contract  with  the  Haddens, 
assuming  that  the  latter  assented  to  that  agreement  There 
is  no  other  ground  than  inconsistency  between  the  two  con- 
tracts, in  which  it  can  be  pretended  in  this  case  that  the  law 
could  imply  or  presume  a  waiver  or  rescission  of  the  contract 
between  these  parties^ 

It  is  true  the  contract  was  signed  by  Dimick,  and  he 
became  personally  responsible  to  the  Government  that  the 
blankets  should  be  *'  manufactured  and  delivered ;"  but  such 
delivery  and  the  payment  on  delivery  could  as  weU  be  done 
through  Haddens  as  by  himself  in  person.  There  was 
nothing  in  his  contract  with  the  Gbvemment  which  required 
or  rendered  necessary  a  delivezy  by  himself  personally.  It 
was  perfectly  immaterial  to  the  Government,  imder  this  con- 
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tract,  who  made  the  deliyeiy,  or  to  whom  payment  was  made, 
provided  it  was  on  Dimick's  account.    If  the  Haddens, 
without  Dimick*s  intervention,  had  originated  this  negotia- 
tion  with  the  Government  and  got  Ihe  contract  for  Dimick, 
and  he  had  signed  it  just  as  he  did,  it  wouldn't  be  pretended 
that  in  so  doing  they  were  acting  as  mere  vblunteers,  and 
intended  to  abandon  their  contracji  with  him,  or  that  there 
was  any  inconsistency  between  their  contract  and  the  contract 
wiHi  the  Government.    They  would  have  been  only  carrying 
out  their  own  contract  with  Dimick  by  effecting  a  sale.    It 
is  true  the  character  of  the  purchaser  was  such  as  to  render 
a  written  contract  with  security  necessary,  but  that  would 
create  no  inconsistency  between  the  two  contracts  in  anything 
that  related  to  their  mutual  obligations  to  each  other,  or  in 
any  other  respect.    Neither  could  Dimick  say  to  the  Haddens 
that  they  were  bound  to  give  security,  because  they  had 
found  the  purchaser ;  and  if  he  procured  the  security  him- 
self,  there  was  nothing  in  that  from  which  any  presumption 
could  arise  or  inference  be  drawn  that  the  parties  had  mutu- 
ally assented  that  their  contract  shotdd  be  abrogated.    This 
the  parties  must  do,  either  in  fact  or  by  implication  of  law, 
to  constitute  a  rescission.    Neither  can  it  be  said  that  the 
promise  of  plamtiffs  to  become  security  on  the  first  proposal 
enures  to  the  second.    That  proposal  was  rejected,  and 
Dimick  was  in  no  worse  position  than  if  it  had  never  been 
made.     After  the  rejection  of  the  first  proposal,  the  parties 
stood  precisely  as  they  did  before  it  was  made.    The  con- 
tract that  was  subsequently  made  by  Dimick  with  the  Gov- 
ernment must  be  treated  as  though  the  first  proposal  had 
never  been  made.    Where  either  party  intends  or  wishes  to 
rescind,  on  the  ground  of  any  default  in  the  other  party,  he 
is  bound  to  give  prompt  notice  of  his  intention.    If  Dimick 
puts  his  refused  to  abide  by  his  contract  on  the  ground  of 
Haddens'  refusal  to  become  security  on  the  second  proposal, 
then  he  should  have  proved  that  he  promptly  notified  them 
of  his  intention  so  to  do,  of  which  he  has  not  given  a  par^ 
tide  of  evidence. 
Again,  neither  party  can  rescind  unless  the  other  can  be 
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restored  to  the  condition  in  which  he  was  before  the  con- 
tract was  made,  which  EEaddens  could  not  have  been,  if  it 
were  true  that  Dimick  was  always  in  their  debt  from  $2,000 
to  13,000,  as  sworn  by  them. 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  defendant  does  not 
claim  that  he  had  a  right  to  abandon  his  contract  on  the 
ground  of  any  failure  on  the  part  of  Haddens  to  perform 
any  stipulation  contained  in  it,  but  on  the  ground  that  they 
failed  to  carry  out  a  parol  promise  to  become  security,  which 
was  wholly  outside  their  contract  with  him. 

This,  if  ever  made  (which  we  have  already  discussed),  was 
a  mere  subsequent  parol  executory  promise^  which  cannot 
abrogate  a  contract  by  speciality.  {Eddy  agt.  Graves,  23 
Wend.  82 ;  Nelsm  agt  Sha,rp,  4  EiU,  584) 

There  is  no  light  in  which  this  case  can  be  yiewed  in  which 
a  case  of  rescission  or  abrogation,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
law,  of  this  sealed  contract  between  the  parties  is  made  out. 
The  case  shows  a  willful  abandonment  by  Dimick  (suggested 
by  anger  or  cupidity)  of  his  contract  with  plaiatifis,  without 
their  consent  and  their  protestation,  and  without  any  notice 
by  him  of  an  intention  to  rescind,  or  any  fault  found  by  him 
with  the  plaintifTs  of  any  violation  of  the  contract  on  their 
part.  (2  Pars.  Con.  192-2 ;  Hunt  agt.  SUk,  5  East  449 ; 
Tartin  agt.  McCormick,  5  Sandf.  S.  C.  366 ;  Lattimore  agt. 
Harse%  14  J.  B.  330 ;  Dearborn  agt.  Gross,  7  Gotven,  48 ; 
Dubois  agt.  Dd.  Ganoi  Go.  4  Wend.  285.) 

F^th.  It  remains  to  consider  the  other  exceptions  in  the 
case. 

In  respect  to  the  second  and  third  requests  to  charge,  it 
is  sufficient  to  say : 

As  to  the  second,  there  was  no  evidence  to  warrant  it,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  the  evidence  was  overwhelmingly  the  other 
way.  The  evidence  is  clear  that  there  was  a  limit  fixed  by 
Dimick  to  the  price,  and  that  the  plaintifEisi  made  strenuous 
exertions  to  sell,  but  without  success,  until  they  found  the 
(Government  ia  the  market.     {See  statement  of  fads.) 

As  to  the  third  request,  it  gives  to  the  testimony  on 
which  it  is  founded  a  wholly  different  meaning  from  what 
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the  eyidence  warrants  (see  eTidenoe  at  folios  68, 69).  Dimick, 
taking  his  own  statements,  wanted  more  advances,  and  he 
claimed  that  the  plaintiiSfs  were  bonnd  to  make  them  on 
blankets,  alleging  that  this  was  according  to  their  agreement 
(of  which,  as  already  shown,  there  is  no  evidence  whatever). 
Their  answer  (assuming  Dimick's  statement  of  it  to  be  lit- 
erally tme)  was  this:  ''They  said  theyconld  not  sell  the 
blankets,  and  the  best  thing  I  could  do  was  to  stop  manu- 
hctoring — they  did  not  want  them."  They  offered  to  make 
advances  on  other  goods,  but  defendant  refused  this,  and 
said  if  they  did  not  advance  on  blankets  he  would  have  to 
stop  manidactuiing. 

It  is  perfectly  evident  that  the  plaintiffs,  when  they  said 
*^  they  didn't  want  the  blankets,"  referred  only  to  the  secu- 
nty  of  blankets  for  advices. 

This  conversation  occurred  in  December,  1861,  and  yet  in 
August,  1862,  we  find  Dimick  again  acting  under  his  con- 
tract with  the  plaintiflfe,  and  without  ever  having  notified 
them  of  any  intention  to  abandon  the  contract  by  reason  of 
this  refusal,  which  he  was  bound  promptly  to  do  if  he  had 
such  intention.  This  was  a  waiver  of  Ly  right  to  rescind. 
[Lawrence  agt.  Dale,  3  J.  Ch.  R.  23  ;  affirmed,  17  J.  B.  437.) 

Sixth.  The  only  remaining  exceptions  to  be  noticed  are 
in  respect  to  the  question  objected  to  and  ruled  out  at  f oUo 
112 ;  it  is  enough  to  say  that  it  is  wholly  immaterial  and 
irrdevant  in  any  aspect  of  the  case,  and  as  the  question 
speaks  only  of  a  refusal  to  carry  out  a  *'  negotiation,"  and 
not  a  promise,  it  becomes  of  no  significance  whatever.  The 
exception  at  folio  149  was  to  the  overruling  of  defendant's 
objection  to  the  question  put  by  plaintifb'  counsel  to  the 
witness  Pott,  as  to  what  advances  their  firm  had  made  to 
Dimick.  Now  Dimick  had  himseU  akeady  sworn  on  his 
direct  examination  all  about  these  advances. 

The  exception  at  folio  162  is  palpably  without  foundation^ 

The  exception  at  folio  206,  now  referred  to,  is  to  the 
refusal  of  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  on 
the  second  of  the  three  grounds  there  stated,  to  wit :  that 
the  contract  "  by  its  terms  does  not  prevent  the  defendant 
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Erom  selling  himself."  (The  other  two  grounds  there  stated 
have  been  discussed  nnder  preyions  heads.) 

This  second  proposition  is  based  on  the  idea  that  the  con- 
tract provides  only  for  a  consignment  of  the  blankets  to 
plaintifiis,  and  does  not  interfere  with  the  right  of  the  defend- 
ant to  sell  himself,  to  which  it  is  enough  to  reply,  that  as  all 
the  blankets  of  his  mannfacture  were  to  be  consigned  to  the 
plaintiffs,  and  all  were  to  be  consigned  to  be  sold,  it  is  a 
little  difficult  to  see  how  the  contract  allows  Dimick  to  sell 
all  or  any  portion  of  them  himsell 

Seventh.  This  disposes  of  all  the  exceptions  taken  by 
defendant's  coimsel  on  the  trial  or  presented  by  the  case. 

Judgment  should  be  entered  for  plaintifis. 

Emebsoh  &  PmoHABD  avid 

D.  Dudley  Field,  (mmsdfcr  defe/ndard. 

First.  As  the  court  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifb,  it  is 
only  necessary  upon  this  appeal  to  show  that  there  was  evi- 
dence from  which  the  jury  might  have  found  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant.  There  was  the  following  among  other  evi-» 
dence : 

The  defendant  testified  (folio  67)  that  there  was  '^  sudi  a 
change "  that  the  plaintiffs  ''  declined  to  sell  blankets  on 
time,  and  would  only  sell  them  for  cash."  They  would  not 
take  the  cash.  They  did  not  "  know  one  day  what  another 
might  bring  forth."  *  *  »  *  «  They  said  they  did  not 
wish  to  go  on  and  advance  anything  upon  them ;  tiiey  could 
not  sell  them."  ♦***«!  wanted  to  make  arrange* 
ments  to  make  a  contract  with  the  (Government  for  a  lot  of 
blankets.  I  told  them  that  the  blankets  they  had  on  hand 
for  the  last  year  ought  to  be  sold,  and,  unless  they  exerted 
themselves  to  sell  them,  I  would  take  them  myself  and  sell 
them;  that  they  could  not  lie  any  longer  on  hand."  "I 
wanted  the  proceeds  of  these  blankets  to  try  and  start  my 
looms  again,  and  get  a  contract  of  the  Government.  Mr. 
Pott  told  me  he  would  s^id  Mr.  Spencer  up  and  see  if  they 
could  sell  the  blankets  to  OoL  Yinton.    I  understood  after- 
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wards  that  thej  had  effected  that  sale  of  the  blankets,  which 
would  be  about  $15,000,  as  they  told  me  ;  and  then  I  told 
them  I  woidd  put  in  a  bid  for  a  contract  with  the  Qoyem- 
ment.  I  wanted  them  to  take  the  Government  pay,  which 
at  that  time  was  half  money  and  half  certificates  of  indebt- 
edness, and  pay  me  as  I  delivered  the  goods,  to  enable  me 
to  buy  my  stock  for  cash.  I  would  pay  them  some  five  per 
cent  commission.  Mr.  Pott  said  that  was  not  enough ;  that 
if  they  took  the  ceridficates,  they  would  likely  lose  one  pet 
cent,  or  there  would  be  some  discount  if  they  carried  them 
that  would  give  only  eix,  per  cent.  Money  was  worth  more 
than  that.  He  said  he  wotdd  sign  a  bond  and  deliver  the 
goods  to  the  Gh)vemment,  and  take  Gk>vemment  pay,  and 
give  me  the  money  as  I  delivered  the  goods,  for  seven  and  a 
half  per  cent,  provided  I  got  the  contract.  I  told  them  I  would 
look  around  the  market,  and  see  the  highest  I  would  have  to 
pay  for  wool,  and  make  an  estimate  what  I  would  bid  ab 
The  time  was  short ;  the  bids  would  have  to  go  in  by  the 
25th  August.  I  went  the  morning  of  the  25th  August  and 
filled  out  a  proposition,  which  I  signed  and  they  signed. 

"  Q.  Where  is  that  paper  ? 

"A.  I  believe  you  have  it." 

These  papers  were  a  proposal  by  the  defendant  to  the 
United  States  to  sell  twenty  thousand  army  blankets,  and 
two  of  the  plamtiffs  signed  an  agreement,  that  if  the  pro- 
posal was  accepted,  the  defendant  would  execute  the  con- 
tract with  sufficient  sureties.  The  proposal  thus  made  was 
not  accepted.  The  defendant  then  went  to  the  United 
States  Quartermaster  again,  who  finally  gave  him  a  contract 
for  thiriy  thousand.  The  defendant  signed  the  contract. 
Bonds  were  made  out  for  the  plaintiffs  to  sign.  Though 
they  had  promised  to  do  so,  they  refused.  The  defendant 
says:  "I  went  from  Spencer's  into  Haddens'  office,  and 
found  Mr.  Pott  there,  the  partner ;  asked  him  whether  they 
had  not  signed  the  bonds  ?  He  said.  Government  securities 
had  gone  down  to  ninety-seven ;  they  thought  the  matter 
over,  and  they  were  afraid  they  would  be  great  losers  by  it ; 
that  they  might  pay  me  on  dehvering  the  goods,  and  take 
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Gk)venmient  pay,  and  not  be  able  to  get  more  than  ninety 
cents  on  the  dollar  perhaps  ;  that  perhaps  they  would  not 
pay  promptly.  I  suppose  I  staid  there  in  the  office  from 
three-quarters  of  an  hour  to  an  hour  talking  with  them.  I 
told  them  it  was  too  late.  I  had  signed  the  contract,  and 
that  I  had  purchased  stock  to  the  amount  of  $60,000,  which 
I  had  to  pay  for  in  cash,  in  sixty  or  ninety  days ;  that  I  had 
depended  on  them  for  the  money  to  pay  it.  He  said  they 
had  made  up  their  minds  that  they  would  not  sign  the  bond 
to  carry  out  the  agreement ;  that  I  might  meet  ottier  parties, 
who  would  carry  it  out  the  best  way  I  could.  I  reasoned 
with  them  as  regards  the  signing  of  the  bonds ;  I  told  them 
that  in  case  I  f ^ed  to  deliver  the  goods  to  the  Government, 
the  Gtovemment  might  come  into  the  market,  and  they  would 
hold  me  responsible  for  the  difference  between  what  they 
would  have  to  pay,  and  what  I  had  agreed  to  deliver  them 
at.  They  said  the  Government  securities  were  going  down 
seven  and  a  half  per  cent ;  they  would  get  nothing  of  it.  I 
told  them  if  Mr.  Hadden  was  there  he  would  do  it.  They 
said  Mr.  Hadden  was  on  the  way  home,  and  if  I  would  wait 
they  would  see  what  he  would  do  about  it.  I  told  them  I 
could  not  wait.  Finally  I  asked  them  if  I  should  wait  until 
Mr.  Hadden  arrived  if  they  would  sign  the  bonds  and  cany 
out  the  contract.  They  said  no,  they  would  not  guarantee 
anything.  I  might  put  the  matter  before  Mr.  Hadden  and 
he  might  do  as  he  pleased.  After  talking  with  Mr.  Pott  for 
three-quarters  of  an  hour,  or  an  hour,  finally  Mr.  Pott  made 
this  suggestion :  if  I  woidd  indemnify  them  against  losses, 
they  would  carry  it  out. 

"  Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  indemnifying  them  against 
loss? 

"A.  By  giving  security  upon  my  property,  then  they  would 
carry  out  their  agreement.  I  told  them  I  could  not  do  that, 
and  got  up  and  left  the  office.  Prior  to  this  I  wanted  them 
to  go  up  to  Colonel  Yinton's  with  me,  and  see  about  the 
price.  Mr.  Spencer  said  he  had  been  there  once,  and  would 
not  go  there  again.  I  wanted  him  to  go  and  confirm  my 
statement,  that  the  price  was  to  be  seventy-five  cents.    I 


NEW  TOBK  PBiLGTIGE  BEPOBTS.  219 


Hadden  agt  Dimiok. 


wanted  Mr.  Pott  to  go  to  see  if  thej  would  lower  the  amoTmt 
of  the  bonds.  He  declined  to  go ;  thej  would  do  nothing ; 
they  had  become  absolutely  panic  stricken." 

The  defendant  then  got  other  sureties  and  carried  out  his 
contract.  If  these  statements  were  true  the  plaintiffs  most 
sorely  are  not  entitled  to  seven  and  a  half  per  cent  for  sell« 
ing  and  guaranteeing  the  sale. 

Mr.  Pott,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  admits  that  they  refused  to 
sign  the  guaranty.  He  says  :  "  Mr.  Dimick  never  came  to 
see  us  but  once,  and  that  last  time  we  positively  refused. 
Dimick  then  brought  the  contract  to  me  upon  that  morning, 
and  I  refused  to  sign  it  because  we  were  not  willing  to  give 
security  to  the  amount  of  $90,000.  I  was  not  satisfied  that 
he  eould  make  the  blankets,  and  I  did  not  think  we  were 
obliged  to  do  it  by  our  contract.  During  Mr.  Hadden*s 
absence,  I  did  not  Uke  to  go  security  for  Mr.  Dimick  to  that 
amoimt,  and  positively  declined,  and  requested  Mr.  Dimick 
to  give  collateral  security  to  cover  us  against  any  loss,  and 
also  to  wait  until  Mr.  Hadden  came  home,  as  we  expected 
him  that  week,  within  two  or  three  days.  I  d^d  not  think  I 
had  authority  to  go  to  that  extent,  knowing  he  had  had  so 
much  difficulty  to  produce  blankets  that  would  be  satisfac- 
tory to  the  Government.    I  stated  that  as  a  reason  to  him." 

Second.  The  written  contract  should  not  have  boon  admit- 
ted in  evidence.    It  was  void  for  want  of  mutuality. 

1.  The  signing  of  a  firm  name,  only  one  partner  being 
present,  is  no  sufficient  execution  gf  a  sealed  instrument. 

No  counterpart  of  it  was  ever  delivered  to  defendant. 

2.  Even  if  duly  executed  there  is  no  mutuality. 
PlaintifEs  agreed  to  nothing — ^not  even  to  receive  a  single 

blanket. 

They  only  agreed  to  receive  a  compensation  fixed  at  the 
very  highest  rate  of  the  market  for  similar  services,  with  the 
addition  of  advances. 

The  paper  contained  nothing  for  defendant's  benefit. 

Plftintiffla  were  not  even  bound  to  obey  defendant's  instruc- 
tions as  to  mode  of  selling,  price,  &c.  (^ee  Dorsey  agt 
Fackwoody  12  How.  U.  8.  R.  126.) 
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Third.  The  court  erred  in  excluding  evidence  that  there 
was  a  previous  verbal  agreement  between  the  parties  under 
which  they  had  begun  to  act,  only  a  part  of  which  was  con- 
tamed  in  the  written  paper. 

That  part  of  the  agreement  which  related  to  advances  was 
left  wholly  out  of  the  paper. 

Evidence  of  the  verbal  agreement  relating  to  that  subject 
ought  therefore  to  have  been  admitted. 

The  general  rule  that  ^*  parol  contemporaneous  evidence 
is  inadmissible  to  contradict  or  vary  the  terms  of  a  valid 
written  instrument "  does  not  apply  in  cases  where  the 
original  contract  was  verbal  and  entire,  and  a  part  only  of 
it  was  reduced  to  writing.    (1  Ghreerdefif  on  Ev.  §  284  a.) 

FourfL  The  court  erred  in  excluding  evidence  that  this 
paper  was  obtained  from  defendant  by  representations  on 
the  part  of  plaintiffs,  that  it  was  wanted  only  fpr  a  special 
purpose — ^that  it  was  obtained  in  the  manner  and  under  tiie 
circumstances  stated  in  the  answer. 

Fifth.  The  written  contract  by  its  terms  did  not  prevent 
the  defendant  himself  from  selling  his  own  goods. 

The  true  construction  of  it  is  that  the  defendant  should 
not  consign  his  goods  to  any  other  house — ^that  the  plaintiflh 
should  be  his  exclusive  consignees. 

Siocth.  If,  however,  the  construction  claimed  by  the  plain- 
tiffs should  be  adopted  by  the  court,  namely,  that  the 
defendant  is  prohibited  by  the  contract  from  selling  his 
blankets  or  disposing  of  them  to  the  plaintiflw,  then  the  con- 
tract is  void  as  being  against  public  policy  and  in  restraint 
of  trade.  (Chappd  agt  Brockwayy  21  Wend.  157  ;  Latorenoe 
agt.  Kidder,  10  Barh.  641 ;  Dmilop  agt.  Oregory,  6  8dd.  241.) 

In  Van  Marter  agt.  BabcocTc  (23  Barb.  633),  the  contract 
was  sustained  on  the  ground  that  the  restraint  was  only 
local 

The  principle  should  be  enforced  with  special  stringency 
against  contracts  made  during  a  time  of  war  restraining  trade 
in  an  article  of  prime  necessity  to  the  army. 

If  such  contracts  were  made  to  any  extent  and  upheld  by 
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iiie  courts,  the  Government  might  be  seriouslj  embarrased 
in  procuring  supplies. 

In  Laiorence  agt  Kidder ^  above  cited,  the  court  says : 

**  The  law  will  tolerate  no  contract  which  on  its  face  goes 
to  prevent  an  individual  for  any  time,  however  short,  from 
rendering  his  services  to  the  public  in  any  employment 
which  he  may  choose ;  nor  one  which  deprives  any  section 
of  the  country,  however  small,  of  the  chances  that  the  obligor 
may  furnish  to  it  the  accommodation  arising  from  the  prose- 
cution of  a  particular  trade,  unless  it  appear  that  the  other 
party  himself  intends  to  and  can  supply  such  accommoda- 
tion." 

It  is  pretty  clearly  shown  in  this  case  that  Hadden  &  Oo. 
did  not  intend  to  supply  blankets  to  the  Goverxunent  of  the 
United  States. 

Seventh.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  charge,  that  if  the 
jury  find  that  the  plaintiffs,  after  the  making  of  the  written 
agreement,  unreasonably  refused  or  neglected  to  sell  the 
blankets  of  the  defendant  which  had  been  consigned  to  them 
upon  the  best  terms  that  could  be  obtained,  defendant  was 
excused  from  consigning  to  them  any  more  blankets,  and 
they  should  find  for  defendant. 

EightJu  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  charge,  that  if  the 
jury  find  that  the  plaintiffs,  after  the  making  of  the  written 
agreement,  told  the  defendant  that  he  might  cease  to  manu- 
&cture  blankets  and  that  they  did  not  want  any  more  of 
them,  the  defendant  was  excused  from  consigning  any  more 
to  them,  and  they  should  find  for  the  defendant. 

An  abandonment  of  a  sealed  agreement  may  be  shown  by 
parol  or  by  mere  acts  or  omissions  of  the  parties. 

In  Dorset/  agt  Paohwood  (12  How.  U.  S.  B.  126),  a  release 
not  under  seal  nor  given  for  any  consideration,  was  held  to 
be  competent  evidence,  going  to  show  a  voluntary  abandon- 
ment of  an  agreement. 

In  this  case  we  have  the  evidence  of  a  mutual  consent  so 
to  abcmdon,  followed  by  the  f^t  that  defendant  stopped  his 
work  in  or  before  January,  1862,  and  did  not  make  one 
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blanket  from  that  time  until  after  his  contract  with  the 
United  States  in  October  following. 

It  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  such  abandonment 
actually  took  place. 

Ninth.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  charge,  that  if  the 
jury  find  that  a  new  agreement  was  made  between  plaintiffs 
and  defendant  for  the  sale  of  blankets  to  the  United  States, 
in  pursuance  of  which  defendant  made  a  sale  to  the  United 
States,  defendant  is  not  liable  upon  the  written  agreement  in 
suit  for  not  consigning  those  blankets  to  plaintiffs,  and  the 
verdict  should  be  for  defendant. 

The  facts  leading  to  and  attending  the  new  agreement 
must  be  looked  at. 

Whether  with  or  without  the  advice  or  consent  of  plain- 
tiffs, defendant's  mills  had  been  absolutely  stopped  in 
January,  1862,  and  not  one  blanket  had  been  manufactured 
by  him  from  that  time — ^whatever  may  be  the  legal  bearing 
of  this  fact,  it  practically  annulled  the  contract  of  1861.  It 
is  not  questioned  that  defendant  had  a  perfect  right  so  to 
annul  it,  in  any  view  of  the  case — and  it  would  have  lain 
dead  forever  and  profitless  to  plaintiffs  unless  some  new 
arrangement  should  be  made. 

In  August,  1862,  an  opportunity  offered  to  plaintiffis  of 
inducing  defendant  to  resume  the  manufacture  and  causing 
him  to  place  himself  in  a  position  where  he  could  not  again, 
as  before,  discontinue  at  his  option — this  was  by  getting  him 
committed  in  a  contract  with  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  and  for  this  purpose  they  opened  new  negotiations, 
the  result  of  which  was  in  evidence  before  the  jury. 

In  brief,  plaintiffs  referred  defendant  to  the  head  of  their 
blanket  department,  Mr.  Spencer,  to  carry  out  the  plan ; 
Spencer  accompanied  defendant  to  quartermaster's  office 
and  wrote  out  a  bid ;  it  was  informal  and  rejected.  After 
a  few  days  Spencer  and  defendant  prepared  an  amended 
bid,  it  was  still  insufficient ;  again,  after  a  few  days  more 
they  prepared  a  third  bid.  It  Vas  in  Spencer's  handwriting 
like  the  others. 

The  plaintiffis  attempt  to  make  a  distinction  between  the 
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original  bid  and  the  amended  bids,  and  saj  that  their  agree* 
ment  to  give  bonds,  applied  only  to  the  original  bid,  and 
that  they  took  care  to  have  that  made  in  such  form  that  the 
Goyemment  could  not  accept  it. 

Bnt  the  three  successiye  bids  were  all  made  in  answer  to 
the  one  advertisement  of  the  quartermaster.  PlaintiSs 
never  notified  defendant  that  they  would  not  sign,  nor  that 
Spencer's  authority  to  assist  him  about  getting  a  contract, 
was  revoked. 

They  let  defendant  and  Spencer  go  on  upon  the  supposi- 
tion  that  they  would  sign  the  bond  until  they  had  got 
defendant  absolutely  committed  by  the  signing  and  delivery 
of  a  contract  with  the  Government,  and  then  when  he  could 
not  draw  back,  they  did. 

1.  The  three  bids  were,  in  fact,  but  one  bidding,  the 
second  and  third  being  amendments  and  substitutes  for  the 
first. 

2.  Spencer  was  plaintifib'  agent  throughout  the  transac- 
tion. 

If  there  can  be  any  doubt  of  this  it  should  have  been 
sabmitted  to  the  jury. 

3.  By  the  consent  of  plaintiffs,  never  revoked,  and  under 
the  gaidance  of  plaintiffs'  agent,  defendant  partiafly  executed 
the  new  executory  agreement,  and  in  so  doing  of  necessity 
bound  himself  to  the  United  States. 

4.  This  partial  execution  was  irrevocable.  Nothing  that 
defendant  or  plaintiff  could  possibly  do  could  restore  the 
defendant  to  the  situation  he  occupied  before. 

He  was  now  bound  to  make  blankets  ;  before,  he  was  not 
under  the  slightest  obligation  to  make  one. 

5.  When  plaintiffs  had  got  defendant  so  bound,  and  not 
before,  they  broke  from  the  new  agreement. 

6.  Plaintiffs  can  have  no  claim  against  defendant  for 
agreed  commissions  on  defendant's  sale  to  the  United  States, 
because  these  blankets  were  never  consigned  to  plaintiffiiy 
and  the  agreement  sued  on  applies  only  to  consigned  goods. 

The  items  covered  by  it  of  guaranty,  commission,  storage 
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and  insurance  never  existed  in  the  case  of  the  goods  sold  to 
the  United  States. 

7.  Plaintiffs  can  have  no  claim  against  defendant  either  in 
the  form  of  commission  or  of  damages  for  failure  to  consign 
these  goods,  because  defendant  acted  with  the  consent  and 
co-operation  of  plaintifiOs  in  putting  it  out  of  his  own  power 
to  consign  them  to  plainti£b. 

He  who  assists  in  preventing  a  thing  being  done  cannot 
avail  himself  of  the  non-performance  he  has  himseU  occa- 
sioned. 

8.  If  plaintifib  have  any  claim  against  defendant  in  con- 
nection with  the  transactions  stated  in  the  complaint,  it  can 
only  be  for  breach  of  the  new  agreement  under  which  plain- 
tiffs were  to  be  aUowed  to  receive  the  contract  price  from 
the  Government.  The  merits  of  that  claim  are  not  involved 
in  this  action. 

Tenth.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  charge,  that  if  the 
jury  find  that  the  blankets  in,  question  could  not  have  been 
sold  to  the  United  States  except  upon  a  guaranteed  propo- 
sal, and  plaintiff  refused  to  make  or  unite  in  such  guaranteed 
proposal,  and  consented  that  the  defendant  should  himself 
make  such  guaranteed  proposal  and  sell  accordingly,  they 
cannot  recover  in  this  action. 

The  remarks  under  the  seventh  point  apply  in  the  main 
to  this  one  also. 

jEleventk.  The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  (diarge,  that  even 
if  plaintiffs  did  not  consent  that  defendant  should  himself 
make  such  guaranteed  proposal  and  sell  accordingly,  yet  if 
the  blankete  in  question  could  not  have  been  sold  to  the 
United  States  except  upon  a  guaranteed  proposal,  and  the 
.  plaintife  refused  to  render  or  unite  in  such  guaranteed  pro- 
posal,  they  cannot  recover  in  this  action. 

For  the  reasons  given  under  the  fourth  point,  the  giving 
such  an  effect  as  plaintifGs  claim  to  the  contract  sued  on 
tended  to  prevent,  and  if  carried  far  enough  might  seriously 
interfere  with  Qovemment  procuring  articles  of  absolute 
necessity  to  the  maintenance  of  its  army  in  time  of  war. 

Tiodfth,  If  the  defendant  was  liable  for  damages  foi 
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breach  of  his  contract,  the  court  erred  in  directing  a  Terdict 
for  the  sum  of  $4,183.30.    The  court  thus  directed  a  verdict 
for  the  whole  amount  of  the  commissions  which  the  plain- 
tiffs would  have  earned  under  the  contract,  if  they  had  sold 
the  goods ;  whereas  the  measure  of  damages  in  case  of  Ua- 
bilitj  is  not  what  the  plaintiffs  would  have  received  in  gross, 
if  thej  had  themselves  made  the  sale  as  consignees,  but 
what  their  profit  would  have  been,  thus  reducing  ihe  amount 
of  their  commissions  by  all  those  charges  which  under  the 
contract  they  were  to  assume  or  pay,  as  insurance,  storage, 
guaranty  of  purchase  money,  &c.    Now  it  appears  on  their 
own  evidence  that  they  regarded  the  purchaser  as  a  party, 
whose  promise  to  pay  they  were  unwilling  to  guarantee,  and 
it  is  evident  on  their  own  statements,  that,  though  they  were 
willing  defendant  should  make  the  trade,  they  were  not  will- 
ing to  make  the  same  sale  themselves  for  the  customary 
commission.    The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  in  their 
judgment  their  commissions  would  not  cover  the  expense 
and  risks  of  the  transaction,  including  the  guaranty,  and  if 
they  were  right  in  this,  the  damrges  would  be  nominal  only. 
And  it  is  no  answer  to  this  suggestion  to  say  that  if  the 
goods  had  been  consigned  to  them,  they  might  have  sold  to 
other  parties  and  so  have  made  a  profit,  for  the  goods  were 
sold  to  the  United  States  with  their  consent,  and  without 
that  consent  would  not  have  been  made  to  be  sold  at  all. 

But  even  if  the  damages  would  not  have  been  merely 
nominal,  they  would  at  any  rate  have  been  something  less 
than  the  gross  amount  of  the  commissions;  and  so  the 
question  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury. 

By  the  court,  Babnabd,  J.  The  agreement  between  the 
parties  was  properly  admitted.  It  was  duly  acknowledged 
by  one  of  the  plaintiffs'  firm,  and  by  the  defendant,  to  have 
been  properly  signed,  and  was  attested  by  a  subscribing 
witness  at  their  request.  It  is  clear  that  the  partners  autho- 
rity to  execute  the  sealed  instrument  was  ratified  by  the 
subsequent  acts  of  the  plaintiffs  under  it,  even  if  there  was 
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a  failure  of  proof  of  authority  existing  at  the  execution  of 
the  paper. 

The  agreement  was  mutual — defendant  agreed  to  deliyer 
to  plaintifiis  **  all  the  blankets  of  his  manufacture,  to  be  sold 
by  them."  This  must  be  fairly  construed  to  mean  that  the 
plaintifb  agreed  to  sell  the  blankets  which  defendant  should 
deliver  them  for  that  purpose,  and  the  parties  mutually  agree 
upon  the  commission  for  such  sales.  The  agreement  was 
not  in  restraint  of  trade.  No  restriction  is  put  upon  the 
defendant ;  he  may  manufacture  as  largely  as  he  wilL  Of 
course  it  was  for  the  interest  of  botii  parties  to  manufacture 
and  sell  if  a  profit  could  be  made. 

The  agreement  did  not  permit  the  defendant  to  sell  blank- 
ets of  his  manufacture  himself  without  breach  of  the  agree- 
ment; he  had  agreed  to  "consign  exclusively"  to  the 
plaintifis  "  all  the  blankets  of  his  (defendant's)  manufacture." 

If  tiie  agreement  is  established  and  is  not  void,  aad  did  not 
permit  the  defendant  to  sell  directiy  blankets  of  his  manu- 
facture, then  as  the  defendant  did  sell  the  blankets  as  speci- 
fied in  the  complaint,  it  has  been  broken,  and  some  defense 
must  be  made  to  it  or  the  plaintiffs  are  entitied  to  recover. 
The  paper  must  be  held  to  contain  the  true  agreement 
between  the  parties.  All  preceding  and  contemporaneous 
agreements  were  merged  into  the  writing,  and  it  was  there- 
fore  right  to  reject  the  evidence  offered  as  to  a  previous  parol 
agreement  in  addition  to  the  writing  itself.  There  remains 
but  the  alleged  promise  by  the  plaintiffs  to  be  defendant's 
sureties  upon  a  contract  to  be  obtained  of  the  United  States 
Government  by  defendant  to  sell  his  blankets  to  the  Gov- 
ernment.   If  this  fact  is  true  it  is  no  defense. 

The  plaintiffs  were  not  bound  to  guaranty  that  the  defend- 
ant would  make  and  deliver  to  the  Government  the  blankets 
within  the  time  and  in  the  manner  called  for  by  the  Gov- 
ernment. They  had  the  right  to  recede  if  they  had  promised. 
It  can  have  no  effect  on  this  agreement.  The  plaintiffs, 
upon  the  whole  case,  were  entitied  to  recover.  There  seems 
at  the  trial  to  have  been  no  objection  as  to  the  amoimt  of 
the  recoveiy.    A  verdict  was  directed  for  seven  and  a  halJ 
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per  cent  on  the  sales  to  the  Goyemment.  The  plaintifiBs 
were  ready  and  willing  to  perform  on  their  part,  and  that 
defendant  made  the  sale  without  their  assistance,  and  not 
through  them,  would  not  relieve  the  defendant  from  payment 
of  the  full  commission. 

Judgment  affirmed  with  costs. 

Leonard,  J.  I  concur  with  Judge  Bahnabd.  When  the 
plaintiffs  told  defendant  that  they  would  not  enter  into  a 
guaranty  of  his  contract  to  the  Qoyeroment,  and  that  he 
might  meet  other  parties  who  would  carry  it  out  the  best 
way  he  coidd,  the  subject  of  the  defendant's  contract  with 
the  plaintiffs  in  respect  to  the  consignment  and  sale  of  his 
manufactures  was  not  imder  consideration.  The  defendant 
was  urging  the  plaintiffs  to  become  his  sureties  ;  they  were 
unwilling  to  do  so  ;  represented  to  him  the  great  danger  o{ 
loss  by  the  depreciation  of  Goyemment  pay.  The  defend- 
ant still  urged  them ;  stated  that  he  had  become  boimd  him- 
self by  signing  a  contract  with  the  Government,  and  had 
purchased  si^ty  thousand  dollars  worth  of  stock,  which  he 
must  pay  for  in  sixty  or  ninety  days,  and  that  he  depended 
on  the  plaintiffs  for  the  money.  Then  the  plaintiffs  refused 
to  sigh  the  bond,  and  told  him  in  substance  that  he  might 
get  other  parties  to  become  his  sureties  in  the  best  way  he 
could. 

The  plaintiffs,  so  far  as  the  case  shows,  were  imder  no 
obligation  to  the  defendant  to  advance  him  money,  or  to 
become  his  security  upon  the  contract  with  the  Government. 
No  doubt  the  defendant  expected  them  to  do  so,  and  it  is 
very  probable  that  they  had  given  the  defendant  incourage- 
ment  that  they  would  aid  him  in  the  manner  he  desired ;  but 
the  contract  between  the  parties  did  not  call  for  it.  The 
contract,  however  hard  the  rule,  must  be  our  guide.  I  can 
find  nothing  in  this  evidence  which  indicates  an  intention 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  to  release  the  defendant  from 
the  performance  of  his  agreement  with  them.  What  they 
said  or  did  was  not  inconsistent  with  the  performance  of  the 
contract  with  the  defendant  on  their  part,  nor  with  insisting 
upon  a  like  performance  by  him. 
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The  judgment  should  be  affirmed.  I  have  written  my 
▼lews  on  this  point  onlj,  as  the  court  concur  wholly  upon 
every  other  subject  in  the  case. 

Ingrahak,  p.  J.  I  dissent  upon  the  point  as  to  the  right 
of  the  plaintiffs  to  commissions  on  the  goods  sold  to  the 
Government.  From  the  evidence,  their  consent  to  defend- 
ant selling  to  the  (Government  might  be  inferred.  If  not, 
still  there  was  evidence  enough  to  submit  to  the  jury  the 
question  whether  the  plain  tiffs  did  not  give  such  consent. 


»»• 


SUPREME  COTJET. 
In  the  matter  of  Bobebt  Mabtin. 

A  person  arrested  and  detained  npon  an  order  from  the  war  office  at  Washington, 
by  authority  of  the  President,  directing  **  Bobert  Martin  to  be  transferred  to 
General  Hooker  for  trial,"  will  be  discharged  on  habea*  corpus,  where  from  the 
return  it  appears  that  he  is  charged  with  the  ofiGsnse  of  arton  In  the  night  time, 
in  the  dty  of  New  York,  in  Not.  1861,  and  also  with  being  at  that  time  within 
the  Federal  lines  as  a  Spy;  he  being  at  the  time  an  officer  in  the  Confederate 
army,  but  disguising  his  rank  and  character  in  the  dress  of  a  citizen. 

By  the  restoration  of  peace,  and  the  lorit  qf  habeas  corpus,  the  military  law  and 
rule  has  become,  ae  before  the  war,  subordinate  to  the  dyil. 

Arson  is  not  a  crime  for  which  a  prisoner  can  be  tried  by  military  court  or  eom- 
fnission,  without  a  disregard  of  the  provisions  of  the  constitutions  of  both  the 
State  and  the  General  Goyemment,  securing  a  trial  by  jury. 

Theace  is  no  case  where  any  person  has  ever  been  held  or  tried  as  a  Spy  who  was 
not  taken  before  he  had  returned  frvm  the  territory  held  by  his  enemy,  or  who 
was  not  brought  to  trial  and  punishment  during  the  existence  of  the  war. 

The  prisoner,  in  this  case,  was  not  taken  in  the  act  of  committing  the  offense 
charged  against  him  of  being  a  Spy.  He  had  returned  within  the  lines  of  the 
Confoderate  forces,  or  had  otherwise  escaped,  so  that  he  was  not  arrested  till 
after  the  Oonfederate  aimies  had  surrendered,  been  disbanded  and  sent  to  thdr 
homes,  with  the  promise  that  they  should  not  be  further  disturbed,  if  they 
remained  there  and  engaged  in  pekcefal  pursuits. 

At  Ohambers^  New  Tork^  December^  1865* 
Oh  Habsas  Cobfus. 

Jebehiah  G.  LABOCQUE,/(>r  relator. 
Samuel  G.  Coubtnbt,  Assistant  U.  8.  District  Attorney^ 
for  resportdeffd. 
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Leonard,  J.  The  applicant  is  held  as  a  prisoner  bj  Major 
General  Hooker,  who  commands  this  military  department, 
under  certain  orders  issued  from  the  war  office  at  Washing- 
ton, by  the  authority  of  the  President  The  orders  for  the 
detention  of  the  prisoner  show  no  cause  for  the  arrest,  but 
the  return  of  General  Hooker'  on  oath  states  that  he  is 
charged  with  the  offense  of  arson  in  the  night  time,  in  the 
city  of  New  York,  November,  1864,  and  also  with  being  at 
that  time  within  the  Federal  lines  as  a  spy,  he  being  at  the 
time  an  officer  in  the  Confederate  army,  but  disguising  his 
rank  and  character  in  the  dress  of  a  citizen. 

The  question  is  whether  the  prisoner  is  so  held  by  lawful 
authoriiy? 

We  look  in  vain  for  the  authority  on  the  face  of  the  pro« 
cess,  where  in  civil  cases  it  ought  to  be  fully  disclosed. 
Indeed,  there  is  no  process  at  all  by  which  he  is  detained. 
It  is  simply  an  order,  in  the  briefest  terms,  directing  Bobert 
Martin  to  be  transferred  to  General  Hooker  for  trial.  If 
the  offenses  exist,  and  are  of  a  purely  military  character,  I 
do  not  question  the  sufficiency  of  these  orders  under  the 
Code  by  which  the  arrest  was  made,  and  under  which  the 
mihtary  authorities  propose  to  hold  the  prisoner  for  trial 
The  terms  of  proceeding  for  the  arrest  and  trial  of  military 
offenders  sre  not  governed  by  the  same  rules  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  rights  and  liberty  of  the  person  as  are  required 
in  civil  tribunals.  The  former  is  adopted  from  the  necessity 
of  the  circumstances  existing ;  often  in  camp ;  nearly  always 
requiring  summary  action,  and  the  exercise  of  large  discre- 
tion. 

The  most  direct  language  to  express  the  intentions  of  ihe 
officer  authorized  by  the  usages  of  war  among  civilized 
nations  to  direct  such  momentous  power  must  be  considered 
sufficient,  and  not  subject  to  criticism  by  civil  jurists. 

The  offense  of  arson  is  one  well  known  to  the  statutory  law 
of  every  state,  as  well  as  at  common  law ;  but  the  offense  of 
being  a  spy  is  not  known  to  the  civil  or  statutory  law,  and 
is  one  of  a  purely  military  character,  cognizable  only  in  time 
of  war,  and  before  a  tribunal  having  its  Uf e^  existence  and 


230  NEW  TOBK  PBACTIGE  EEPOBTSw 

In  the  nutter  of  Robert  Martin. 

authoritj  created,  continaed  and  defined  by  purely  military 
power. 

I  do  not  question  that  the  crime  of  arson,  even  when 
committed  in  places  remote  from  military  camps,  forts,  arse- 
nals or  oilier  places  directly  connected  with  military  opera- 
tions,  as  in  the  case  of  the  prisoner,  may  be  a  military 
offense,  and  as  such  cognizable,  in  time  of  war,  before  a 
military  court,  by  the  usage  and  law  of  nations.  The  pro- 
tection of  the  goyemment  and  of  its  individual  members 
makes  war,  armies  and  a  submission  to  military  rule  in  the 
oonnnTmily  a  necessity.  When  ihe  necesri^  arises,  the 
military  power  is  paramount,  and  the  laws  are  silent.  But 
war  is  an  anomulous  condition.  When  peace  is  restored,  or 
the  necessity  for  military  rule  has  terminated,  the  supremacy 
of  the  laws  is  restored. 

During  the  late  war  for  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion, 
it  was  deemed  necessary  by  the  nu]ita.y  power  to  suspend 
the  operation  of  the  laws  in  the  loyal  states  only  so  far  as 
the  privilege  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  concerned. 
This  measure  was  considered  necessary  in  the  exercise  of 
the  war  power,  for  the  public  safety,  and  was  for  the  most 
part,  cheerfully  submitted  to  by  the  people  engaged  in  the 
ayocations  of  civil  life,  far  removed  from  the  active  opera- 
tions of  armies  in  the  field,  abiding  with  confidence  the 
restoration  of  their  civil  rights,  reasonably  abridged  only 
dxiring  the  national  periL  Now  peace  has  returned.  The 
President  has  recalled,  by  his  proclamation,  the  suspension 
of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus.  The  restoration  of  this  writ 
was  a  public  acknowledgment  by  the  military  as  well  as  the 
civil  chief  of  the  United  States,  that  peace  is  established, 
and  that  the  civil  authorities  in  the  loyal  states  are  required 
to  resume  the  exercise  of  the  duties  and  functions  that  per- 
tain to  the  conditions  of  peace. 

The  military  law  and  rule  has  now  become,  as  before  the 
war,  subordinate  to  the  civil.  The  necessity  for  the  sudden 
arrest,  the  instant  visitation  of  vengence,  or  the  punishment 
of  offenses  known  and  regulated  by  statutory  law,  by  the 
swift  and  hasty  trial  before  a  court  martial  or  '*  military 
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commission/'  has  ceased  within  the  limits  of  the  loyal  states. 
I  do  not  now  refer  to  that  large  class  of  offenses  coming 
nnder  the  constitutional  provision,  authorizing  congress  "  to 
make  rules  for  the  government  and  regulation  of  the  land  and 
naval  forces/'  and  "  cases  arising  in  the  land  and  naval  forces/' 
such  as  mutiny,  desertion,  etc.  These  offenses  constitute  an 
exception  to  the  provision  that  "  no  person  shall  be  held  to 
answer  for  a  capital  or  otherwise  infamous  crime,  unless  on 
a  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury." 

This  allusion  will  suffice  as  an  answer  to  the  authority  of 
Martin  agt.  MoU  (12  Wheat.  19),  so  much  relied  on  by  the 
counsel  for  the  respondent  as  controlling  in  the  present 
matter.  Time  is  wanting  to  review  fully  the  legal  authorities 
that  have  been  cited  by  the  learned  counsel  for  either  party, 
who  have  so  nobly  aided  me  in  arriving  at  my  conclusion. 
As  an  illustration  of  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  courts 
martial  in  cases  arising  within  the  land  or  naval  forces  of 
the  United  States,  in  time  of  peace,  it  is  only  necessary  to 
refer  to  the  extraordinary  case  of  the  United  States  agt. 
Mackenzie  (1  N.  Y,  Legal  Observer,  371),  where  it  was  held 
that  the  civU  tribunals  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  case  of 
Captain  Mackenzie,  then  on  trial  in  the  harbor  of  New  York 
before  a  naval  court  martial,  on  a  charge  of  murder  on  the 
hi^  seas,  on  board  the  IT.  S.  sloop  of  war  Somers,  by  hang- 
ing three  of  the  crew  for  mutiny.  And  as  a  further  illustra- 
tion that  the  military  are  subordinate  to  the  law  before  a 
civil  court,  we  can  refer  to  the  case  of  WUson  agt.  Mackenzie 
(7  HiU  95),  where  trespass  was  maintained  in  the  state  courts 
against  a  naval  officer  for  assaulting  and  imprisoning  one 
of  his  subordinates,  though  the  act  was  done  on  the  high 
seas,  under  the  cover  of  naval  discipline.  The  case  is  very 
instructive,  but  I  cannot  now  attempt  anything  more  than  a 
reference.  I  have  no  doubt  but  the  act  of  congress  with- 
drew the  j^gnizance  of  crimes  in  the  service  from  the  courts 
of  civil  jtmsdiction,  and  placed  them  in  that  of  courts 
martial. 

The  act  of  congress  creating  '' military  commissions'* 
seems  to  be  a  regulation  of  military  tribunals  by  statute, 
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and  imposing  a  new  name  for  courts  martial,  and  defining 
certain  offenses,  some  of  which  were  not  preyiouslj  regarded 
as  military  offenses.  The  act  was  designed  for  a  time  of 
war  and  great  national  peril.  It  cannot  be  supposed  that 
congress  designed  that  '^military  comtoissions "  should 
supercede  civil  tribimals  in  a  time  of  peace.  It  required 
the  suspension  of  the  habeas  corpus  to  enable  such  a  com- 
mission to  try  any  offense  in  the  midst  of  loyal  states,  ^here 
it  was  cognizable  in  the  civil  courts.  Nothing  less  could 
have  relieved  the  state  courts  from  the  performance  of  the 
duties  imposed  by  law  and  statute,  of  taking  cognizance  of 
all  offenders  against  the  laws  of  the  loyal  states,  and  bring- 
ing them  to  trial  in  the  state  courts  to  the  exclusion  of  every 
military  tribunal,  whether  called  a  court  martial  or  "  miU- 
tary  commission." 

T  respect  to  tiie  crime  of  arson,  mentioned  in  the  retam 
of  the  distinguished  general  who  is  here  the  respondent,  its 
location  and  description  brings  it  exactly  within  the  defini- 
tion of  that  offense  in  the  first  degree  contained  in  the 
statutes  of  the  State  of  New  York.  The  offense  was  com- 
mitted in  that  city,  within  tiie  jurisdiction  of  the  criminal 
courts  of  the  State  of  New  York.  It  is  the  duty  of  every 
judge  of  the  supreme  court,  and  of  every  magistrate  before 
whom  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  can,  by  law,  be  made  return- 
able, to  take  cognizance  of  such  a  crime  when  presented  on 
proper  proof,  and  commit  the  alleged  offender  to  be  pro- 
ceeded against  by  law  in  the  courts  of  this  state. 

I  see  no  reason  why  the  prisoner  should  not  be  tried  for 
the  offense  with  which  he  is  charged,  if  the  evidence  is 
sufficient  to  make  it  the  duty  of  a  grand  jury  to  find  an 
indictment  against  him. 

Arson  is  not  a  crime  for  which  the  prisoner  can  be  tried 
by  a  military  court  or  commission,  witiiout  a  disregard  of 
the  provisions  of  the  constitutions  of  both  th^tetate  and 
ihe  general  government,  securing  a  trial  by  jury.  If  the 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  wore  now  suspended,  the  judiciary  of 
the  state  might  be  powerless  to  prevent  such  an  infraction 
of  the  constitution,  but  the  President  has  deemed  it  now 
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proper  to  withdraw  the  restriction  upon  the  power  of  the 
courts  to  issue  that  writ,  and  to  restore  to  the  community  in 
which  we  liye,  the  full  blessings  of  peace,  and  the  protec- 
tion of  the  law. 

The  other  charge  alleged  against  the  prisoner  at  this  pre- 
sent time  falls  into  insignificance,  when  contrasted  with  the 
horrible  crime  of  attempting,  with  other  confederates,  to 
destroy  the  city  of  New  York  by  fire,  in  the  night,  without 
regard  to  the  inevitable  destruction  of  human  Ufe  among 
the  tens  of  thouscmds  of  non-combatants,  including  youth 
and  old  age,  who  were  exposed  to  the  mercfless  vengeance 
of  this  supposed  fiend. 

It  appears  that  the  prisoner  was  not  taken  in  the  act  of 
conmutting  the  ofFenae  charged  against  him,  of  being  a  spy. 
He  had  returned  within  the  Lines  of  the  Confederate  forces, 
or  had  otherwise  escaped,  so  that  he  was  not  arrested  till 
after  the  Confederate  armies  had  surrendered,  been  dis- 
banded and  sent  to  their  homes,  with  the  promise  that  they 
should  not  be  further  disturbed  if  they  remained  there  and 
engaged  in  peaceful  pursuits.  The  offense  of  being  a  spy  is 
cognizable  exclusively  by  military  tribunals,  under  the  law 
of  nations.  Perhaps  it  required  an  act  of  the  supreme  law 
making  power  of  the  Government  to  fix  this  offense  and  its 
penalty  upon  a  person  owing  allegiance  to  the  United  States, 
although  engaged  iii  rebellion  and  in  arms  against  the  law- 
ful authorities.  But  the  congress  has  not  so  extended  the 
liability  to  punishment  against  the  spy  as  to  increase  the 
time  for  its  infliction  beyond  the  period  recognized  by  the 
laws  of  war  among  civilized  nations.  What  particular  act 
the  prisoner  committed,  indicating  that  he  was  lurking  or 
acting  as  a  spy,  except  the  fact  that  he  was  here  in  citizen's 
garb  while  holding  an  office  in  the  armies  of  the  rebeUion, 
and  attempting  with  others  to  set  the  city  of  New  York  on 
fire,  is  not  specified. 

I  know  of  no  case  in  modem  history  or  in  reports  of  cases 
decided  in  the  courts  where  any  person  has  been  held  or 
tried  as  a  spy  who  was  not  taken  before  he  had  returned 
from  the  territory  held  by  his  enemy,  or  who  was  not  brought 
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to  trial  and  ptmishment  during  the  existence  of  the  w. 
The  lives  of  all  rebels  ore  forfeited  when  taken  in  an  act  of 
war  or  insurrection,  and  history  aflfords  innumerable  exam- 
pies  of  punishment  by  death  being  inflicted  after  armed 
resistance  had  been  suppressed.  Their  pardon  is  an  act  of 
clemency  by  the  rightful  authoriiy  whenever  the  supremacy 
of  the  laws  has  been  restored,  without  conditions  having 
been  obtained  by  those  in  rebellion. 

It  needs  not  any  additional  charge  of  having  looked  or 
acted  as  a  spy,  to  exact  the  life  of  an  offender  under  these 
circumstances. 

The  restoration  of  peace  absolved  all  offenses  by  the  public 
enemy  committed  during  the  existence  of  the  war,  so  far  at 
least  as  the  acts  committed  are  sanctioned  by  the  laws  of 
war,  except  in  the  case  of  rebellion,  in  which  case  the  crime 
of  treason  still  remains,  and  may  be  ptmished. 

I  am  xmable  to  perceive  how  the  prisoner  can  now  be  law- 
fully arraigned  before  a  military  tribunal  for  the  offense  of 
being  a  spy.  There  is  no  constitutional  power  to  pass  any 
law  authorizing  such  a  trial,  conviction  and  punishment  a£i 
that  contemplated  in  the  case  of  the  prisoner,  especially 
within  the  borders  of  a  loyal  state.  If  he  were  charged 
with  treason,  neither  the  military  commission  or  a  court 
martial  could  lawfully  entertain  the  charge.  The  crime  of 
treason  or  of  being  a  spy  is  not  one  of  those  within  the 
constitutional  provision  for  passing  laws  regulating  the  army 
and  navy. 

The  affidavit  of  General  Hooker,  although  founded  on 
information  and  belief,  is  sufficient  ground  for  holding  the 
prisoner  under  the  custody  of  the  civil  authorities  of  the 
state,  until  the  evidence  in  the  possession  of  the  general 
government  or  the  military  officers  can  be  produced  before 
a  grand  jury  or  a  committing  magistrate. 

I  shall  direct  the  prisoner  to  be  discharged  from  the  cus- 
tody of  the  respondent.  General  Hooker,  and  that  he  be 
committed  to  the  warden  of  the  city  prison. 
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NEW  TORE  COMMON  PLEAS. 
EoEHLEB  agt.  Bbowk. 

When  a  balance  ia  sfaraok  between  oopardierSf  and  a  pronuBe  to  pay  ia  given,  an 
action  of  aasompsit  may  be  maintained  by  the  partner  receiTing  the  promise. 

Where  a  society  was  formed,  the  object  of  which  was  to  form  a  common  fond  out 
of  which  to  pay  each  member  draitod  into  the  United  States  armies,  a  fair  and 
equitable  share  of  said  funds,  or  furnish  a  substitute ;  and  proyiding  that  in 
case  no  draft  takes  place,  all  moneys,  less  expenses,  will  be  returned  to  each 
member: 

Edd,  That  the  members  of  the  society  were  parinerg.  That  the  object  of  the 
creation  of  the  society  ceased  when  it  appeared  that  no  draft  was  to  take  place. 

The  defendant,  as  treasurer,  had  the  fands  of  the  society  in  his  hands,  and 
promised  to  pay  to  the  members  holding  certificates  the  balance  due  to  them, 
detennined  upon  by  all  the  members  in  proper  commimion.  An  action  for 
money  had  and  receired  was  therefore  properly  brought  against  him  by  the 
plaintifr  for  a  balance  due  him  as  a  member  of  tiie  society. 

Oenercd  Term  June,  1866. 

Be/ore  Dalt,  Bbadt  and  GAitnozo,  jtuHges.- 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  judgment  at  special  term. 

Thomas  CusmNa  and  Dayid  Mc Adam, /or  appdlant. 
F.  SKTTEf  for  respondent. 

Bradt,  J.  The  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  members  of 
a  society  styled  "  The  American  Mutual  Exemption  Society," 
the  object  of  which  was  to  form  a  common  fund  out  of  which 
to  pay  each  member  drafted  into  the  United  States  armies  a 
fair  and  equitable  share  of  said  funds,  or  furnish  a  substi- 
tute. By  the  fourth  article  of  their  constitution,  it  is  pro- 
vided that  on  entering  the  society  each  member  shall  pay  to 
the  secretary  the  sum  of  thirty  dollars,  and  a  further  sum 
of  seventy-five  dollars  on  or  before  the  day  prior  to  a  draft. 
By  the  fifth  article,  it  is  provided  that  the  secretary  shall 
pay  over  immediately  to  the  treasurer  all  moneys,  taking  his 
receipt  for  the  same.  By  article  thirteen,  it  is  provided 
tiiat,  in  case  no  draft  takes  place,  all  moneys,  less  expenses, 
will  be  returned  to  each  member.  The  defendant  was  the 
treasurer  of  the  society.  The  plaintiff  paid  to  the  secretary 
one  hundred  and  twenty  dollars,  for  four  persons  who  have 
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assigned  their  claims  to  him,  and  that  sum  was  paid  to  the 
treasurer,  the  defendant,  and  deposited  to  the  credit  of  the 
society,  in  the  names  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant.  The 
society  duly  passed  a  resolution  directing  the  payment  or 
return  of  the  money  paid  by  each  member  under  the  thir- 
teenth article  recited,  in  case  no  draft  took  place.  No  draft 
did  take  place,  and  the  defendant,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
that  resolution,  having  received  the  moneys  or  funds  of  the 
^society,  paid  to  various  persons  moneys  received  from  them, 
deducting  five  dollars  from  each  member  to  defray  expenses. 
All  the  questions  of  fact  were  submitted  to  the  jury,  under 
the  charge  of  the  justice,  without  exception,  and  the  only 
question  we  are  called  upon  to  consider  is  whether  the  plain- 
tiff, being  a  member  of  the  society,  could  maintain  this 
action  against  the  defendant.  The  members  of  the  society 
were  partners.  It  was  not  formed  under  any  general  or 
special  law  of  the  legislature,  and  was  nothing  more,  th^e- 
f  ore,  than  an  ordinary  partnership.  ( Totanaend  agt.  Oalvxiy^ 
19  Wend.  424 ;  Wells  agt.  Gates,  18  Barb.  554.)  The  reso- 
lution to  refund  the  money  paid  was  virtually  a  dissolution 
of  the  copartnership.  The  object  of  its  creation  had  ceased 
when  it  appeared  that  no  draft  was  to  take  place.  The  reso- 
lution was  also  a  settlement  with  each  member  of  the  asso- 
ciation who  paid  the  thirty  dollars  entrance  fee,  and  a 
balance  struck  in  his  favor  of  twenty-five  dollars — five  dol- 
lars having  been  determined  upon  as  the  amount  each 
member  was  to  pay  as  his  proportion  of  the  expenses 
attending  the  organization  and  continuance  of  the  society. 
The  defendant  recognized  this  action  aind  order  of  the 
society,  by  payment  in  accordance  with  its  terms,  and 
promised  to  pay  any  further  certificates  presented  to  him. 
There  is  no  reason  why  the  defendant  should  not  pay,  it 
having  been  determined,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  he  had  the 
funds  in  his  hands  to  do  it.  When  a  balance  is  struck 
between  copartners,  and  a  promise  to  pay  is  given,  there  is 
no  doubt  that  an  action  of  assumpsit  may  be  maintained  by 
the  partner  receiving  the  promise.  The  rule  is  very  old,  and 
well  established.    The  defendant  had  the  fuads  of   the 
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society,  and  promised  to  pay  to  the  members  holding  certi- 
ficates the  balance  due  to  them — determined  upon  by  aU 
the  members  in  proper  communion.  The  action  for  money 
had  and  received  was  properly  brought  against  him.  The 
design  of  the  society  was  the  appropriation  of  money 
received  for  the  benefit  of  its  members  upon  a  certain  con- 
tingency, and  when  that  contingency  did  not  occur,  and  the 
society  so  declared,  the  money  in  the  defendant's  hands  was 
a  fmid  which,  aquo  et  bona^  he  ought  to  pay  over  to  those 
entitled  to  its  return,  when  directed  to  do  so  by  the  society. 
I  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 


•  ♦• 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  ex  rd.  The  Febst  National  Bank  op  Kingston, 
agt.  The  Board  of  Supervisoes  of  Ulster  Countt. 

The  People  ex  rd.  The  First  National  Bank  of  Bondout, 

agt.  The  Same. 

The  People  ex  rd.  The  First  National  Bank  of  Ellen- 

ville  agt.  The  Same. 

A  writ  cf  prohUniion  against  a  board  of  mpervisors,  commanding  them  to  desist 
and  refrain  from  any  farther  proceedings  in  imposing  or  levying  any  tax  npon 
the  rdators—a  National  bank,  assessed  or  to  be  assessed  upon  their  capital 
paid  or  to  be  paid  in,  will  be  refdsed  for  the  reason : 

FirsL  That  it  is  donbtfnl  whether  the  board  of  superrisors  have  the  power  to  alter 
the  assessment  rolls  by  striking  oat  the  name  of  any  person  or  corporation 
which  may  hare  been  placed  upon  it  by  the  assessors. 

Second.  The  writ  of  prohibition  is  not  a  writ  of  right,  and  is  not  granted  as  a 
matter  of  course ;  but  only  on  showing  satisfactory  grounds  for  relief,  and  it 
being  made  to  appear  that  no  considerable  public  inconrenience  can  arise  fit>m 
the  delay.  The  writ  should  not  issue  where  there  are  other  remedies  perfectly 
adequate. 

AQ  the  tax  payers  in  the  county  are  interested  in  the  assessment  and  collection 
of  the  taxes  ;  and  the  allowance  of  the  writ  against  the  board  of  supenisors 
might  materially  delay  the  completion  of  their  \>usiness,  and  produce  much  public 
incouTenience.  The  taxes  against  the  relators  would  have  to  be  entirely  aban- 
doned, in  a  summary  manner,  with  no  legal  mode  of  collecting  them  hereafter. 

The  exorcise  of  a  sound  discretion  would  leaye  the  relators  to  pursue  other  legal 
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remediee,  if  any  each  they  have.  If  the  aaaeaeors  have  exceeded  their  autho- 
rity and  acted  entirely  'withoat  Jurisdiction,  as  daixned,  then  they  are  respon- 
sible for  the  damages  which  may  ensue. 

Albany  Special  Term  Becmber^  1864. 

Writs  of  Pbohibition  were  issued  in  favor  of  each  of  the 
relators  against  the  board  of  supervisors  of  Ulster  county, 
commanding  them  to  desist  and  refrain  from  any  farther 
proceedings  in  imposing  or  levying  any  tax  upon  the  rela- 
tors, assessed  or  to  be  assessed  upon  their  respective  capital 
paid  or  to  be  paid  in,  returnable  at  special  term ;  and  that 
they  show  cause  why  they  should  not  be  absolutely  restrained 
from  any  farther  proceedings  to  levy  said  tax  upon  each  of 
the  relators. 

Upon  the  return  day  of  the  writs  the  counsel  for  the 
respondents  moved  to  quash  them,  upon  various  grounds, 
which,  so  far  as  material,  are  discussed  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court  . 

M.  SoHOOKiCAE£B,/or  respowd&nJta. 
E.  Cooke,  J.  Habdenburgh  and 
S.  L.  Stebbins,  for  rdaJtors. 

Mn.TiER,  J.  With  the  views  I  entertain,  it  will  not  be 
necessary  to  enter  upon  an  elaborate  examination  of  all  the 
objections  taken  to  the  issuing  of  the  writs  of  prohibition. 
There  are  some  points  urged  which  dispose  of  the  whole 
case,  and  to  the  consideration  of  these  I  shall  confine  my 
remarks. 

First.  I  have  great  doubts  whether  the  board  of  supervi- 
sors have  the  power  to  alter  the  assessment  roUs  by  striking 
out  the  name  of  any  person  or  corporation  which  may  have 
been  placed  upon  it  by  the  assessors.  Their  duties  in  refer- 
ence to  the  equalization  of  the  assessments  and  the  correc- 
tion of  the  assessment  rolls,  are  especially  provided  for  by- 
the  Eevised  Statutes  (1  R.  S.  Ist  ed.  395).  Certainly  there 
is  no  direct  authority  which  confers  upon  the  board  of 
supervisors  the  right  to  interfere  with  the  assessment  roUs, 
which  are  before  them,  by  changing  any  assessment  upon 
them,  Tudess  the  assessors  have  wilfully  neglected  to  meet 
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for  review  as  reqmred  by  law  (1  B,  S.  5th  ed.  pp.  911  and 
912,  §  19).  Nor  have  I  been  able  to  discover  any  adjudi- 
cated case  which  decides  that  they  have  any  such  powex. 
Several  decisions  were  cited  on  the  argument  which  look 
very  much  the  other  way,  although,  perhaps,  the  point  was 
not  distinctly  presented.  {The  People  agt.  The  Supervisors 
<f  Chenango  Co.  11  N.  Y.  575 ;  Mygatt  agt.  Washburn^  15 
N.  Y.  321.) 

The  nearest  approach  to  any  decision  in  favor  of  the  views 
of  the  relators  counsel  upon  this  subject,  is  the  case  of  The 
People  agt.  Works  (7  Wend.  486).  In  the  case  referred  to,  a 
writ  of  prohibition  was  granted  at  special  term,  ex  parte  by 
Savage,  J.  restraining  a  collector  from  collecting  a  tax  levied 
upon  the  town  for  purposes  which  were  palpably  illegal.  In 
The  People  agt.  The  Supervisors  of  Queens  (1  JKC,  201), 
Bronson,  J.,  in  his  opinion  remarks,  in  referring  to  The 
People  agt.  Works^  "  that  case  must  not  be  understood  as 
having  decided  anything  more  than  that  the  tax  was  illegal. 
He  also  concludes,  "  there  is  not  the  slightest  foundation  la 
the  books  for  saying  that  a  prohibition  may  issue  to  a  min- 
isterial officer  to  stay  the  execution  of  process  in  his  hands.'' 

I  think  that  the  case  cited  is  not  a  sufficient  author||yt<^^y 
warrant  the  exercise  of  such  a  power  against  the  b<)ard  of       ^  ^ 
supervisors  of  a  county  tmder  the  circumstances  existing  \ 

here,  and  it  being  at  least  doubtful  whether  they  have  author  "*  v    ^ 

rity  to  interfere  with  the  action  of  the  assessors  as  tatho        /' 
relators,  writs  of  prohibition  should  not  be  graijte4  against   / 

them  for  that  reason.  -     ^<J 

'  * 

Second.  The  writ  of  prohibition  is  not  a  writ  of  right,  and;  *' 
is  not  granted  as  a  matter  of  course ;  but  only  on  showing 
satisfactory  grounds  for  relief,  and  upon  making  it  appear 
that  no  considerable  public  inconvenience  can  arise  from  the 
delay.  {SusqTiehannah  Bank  agt.  Board  of  Supervisors  of 
Broome  County,  25  N.  Y.  315 ;  The  People  agt.  The  Supervin 
SOTS  of  AUegany  County,  15  Wend.  198.)  The  granting  of 
the  writ  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  it  should 
not  issue  where  there  are  other  remedies  perfectly  adequate. 
{Exjoarte  BraudUxcht,  2  HiU,  367;  36  Barb.  248.)    All  the 
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tax  payers  of  the  county  are  interested  in  the  assessment 
and  collection  of  taxes,  and  it  is  not  difficult  to  perceive  that 
the  allowance  of  these  writs  of  prohibition  against  the  board 
of  supervisors,  might  materially  delay  the  completion  of 
their  bursiness,  and  produce  much  public  inconvenience. 
Necessarily,  the  taxes  against  the  relators  must  be  entirely 
abandoned,  with  no  legal  mode  of  collecting  them  hereafter. 
This  must  be  done  in  a  summary  manner  without  giving  a 
fall  opportunity  for  that  thorough  investigation  and  examina- 
tion of  the  legfid  questions  presented,  which  their  importance 
would  seem  to  demand.  The  board  of  supervisors  are  not 
in  fault,  and  are  in  no  way  responsible  for  the  failure  of  the 
relators  to  bring  up  the  case  at  an  earlier  period,  during 
their  sitting,  or  for  the  neglect  to  present  it,  when  it  arose 
upon  the  action  of  the.  assessors  in  placing  the  relators  on 
the  assessment  rolls.  Although  the  relators  may  be  entirely 
free  from  blame,  and  present  a  sufficient  excuse  for  their 
apparent  neglect  to  institute  proceedings  to  test  the  legality 
of  the  assessors  action,  there  is  no  reason  why  the  public  or 
the  board  of  supervisors  should  suflfer  by  means  of  it.  The 
exercise  of  a  sound  discretion  would  leave  the  parties  to 
pursue  other  legal  remedies  if  any  such  they  have.  If  the 
assessors  have  acted  entirely  without  jurisdiction,  as  is 
claimed  by  the  relators'  counsel,  then  there  is  a  complete 
and  adequate  remedy  at  law  against  them  after  the  tax  is 
collected. 

A  subordinate  officer  must  act  within  the  scope  of  the 
authority  committed  to  him,  and  if  he  exceeds  it  he  is  liable. 
If  the  assessors  have  exceeded  their  jurisdiction,  then  they 
are  responsible  for  the  damages  which  may  ensue.  {The 
People  agt.  The  Supervisors  of  Ohenango  Co.  11  N.  T.  563 ; 
'  MygaU  agt.  Washburn,  15  N.  T.  316,  321.) 

It  was  urged  upon  the  argument  that  the  assessors  might 
be  insolvent,  and  hence  the  remedy  might  be  inadequate. 
If  a  legal  remedy  is  apparent  and  clear,  I  do  not  think  that 
in  disposing  of  a  motion  of  this  character,  that  we  should, 
"without  any  proof  of  the  fact,  take  into  consideration  the 
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remote  probability  of*  the  insolyency  of  the  parties  who  are 
liable. 

It  was  suggested  by  the  repsondent*s  counsel,  that  in  sach 
a  contingency,  if  the  right  was  clear,  the  relators  might, 
after  the  completion  of  the  tax  roll  and  the  delivery  to  the 
collector,  commence  their  action  and  restrain  the  collection 
of  the  tax.  This  question  does  not  arise,  and  is  not  neces- 
sary to  dispose  of  the  case,  and  hence  I  do  not  deem  it 
appropriate  to  express  an  opinion  in  reference  to  it. 

If  there  was  no  jurisdiction  whatsoever,  as  is  most  confi* 
dently  insisted,  and  the  board  of  supervisors  have  no  autho« 
rity,  it  is  also  questionable  whether  the  warrant  is  not  void 
and  the  collector  liable,  in  an  action  to  recover  the 
property  seized  for  the  payment  of  the  taxes  {The  Feaj^ 
agt.  The  Supervisors  of  QueenSy  1  HiUy  198). 

If  the  views  I  have  expressed  are  sound  and  correct,  then 
the  court  would  not  be  justified  in  awarding  the  writs  of 
prohibition  demanded,  and  after  a  deliberate  consideration 
of  the  able  and  elaborate  arguments  of  the  counsel  on  both 
sides  upon  these  motions,  with  the  aid  of  such  light  as  I 
have  been  able  to  obtain  in  the  limited  period  allowed  for 
its  decision,  I  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  a  proper 
case  is  not  presented  for  the  relief  asked. 

It  is,  perhaps,  to  be  regretted  that  in  a  case  of  so  much 
interest  and  importance,  more  ample  time  could  not  have 
been  enjoyed  for  its  consideration ;  but  under  no  circum- 
stances should  a  remedy  so  controlling  and  effective,  be  sum- 
marily invoked  where  it  must  effectually  prevent  the  collection 
of  taxes  imposed  by  competent  officers,  when  other  relief 
can  be  resorted  to  by  those  who  claim  that  they  are  injured. 
The  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion  demands  thus  much  cau- 
tion, and  I  am  satisfied  no  injustice  can  be  done  by  with- 
holding the  remedy  here  asked.  The  appUcaticm  for  the 
writs  must  therefore  be  denied,  and  the  motion  to  quash 
granted,  with  $10  costs  in  each  case. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  AfinsANs'  Bane,  respondent  agt.  Chables  C.  Backus, 

appellant. 

A  point  which  ia  waived  and  not  argaed  by  counsel  at  the  hearing  of  the  appeal, 
onght  to  be  examined  by  the  court  on  their  own  motion,  if  any  member  deems 
it  a  material  ground  for  granting  a  new  trial. 

WhO'e  there  ia  a  conflict  of  testimony  as  to  when  and  by  whom  (he  aUeraiUm 
of  the  date  of  a  note^  in  suit,  was  made,  which  alteration  is  palpable  on  its  f^e, 
it  is  a  proper  question  to  be  left  to  the  jury  to  decide,  although  the  action  is 
against  the  i-ndoraer. 

A  notice  qf  protest  toUhout  date,  and  not  stating  on  what  day  the  note  was  pre- 
sented for  payment,  is  not  f&tally  defective  for  such  omissionfl.  (Inobahax,  P. 
•T.,  diMerUing.) 

It  is  not  a  diacharge  of  the  indorser  of  a  note  to  take  a  mortgage  from  the  maker 
by  the  holder,  as  security,  without  the  indorser*s  assent,  \f  the  time  qf  payment 
is  not  extended. 

New  York  Oeneral  Term,  Janttary,  1866. 

Before  Inoraham.  P.  J.,  Leonard  aiid  Babnabd,  Justices. 

This  action  was  brought  against  the  defendant  Backns  as 
indorser  of  a  promissory  note  made  by  James  R.  Gilmore, 
for  $5,120.70 ;  this  note  was  made  and  passed  to  the  plaintiff 
to  stand  in  the  place  of  and  to  take  up  another  note  for  the 
same  amount,  made  and  indorsed  by  the  same  parties,  and 
which  fell  due  the  7th  day  of  November,  1857 — ^the  date  of 
the  note  in  suit,  as  the  plaintiff  claims.  The  first  note,  of 
which  the  note  in  suit  is  a  renewal,  was  given  for  a  loan 
made  by  the  plaintiff.  An  alleged  alteration  of  the  date  of 
the  note,  and  an  alleged  contract  by  the  plaintiff  to  extend 
the  time  of  payment,  and  the  alleged  releasing  of  certain 
securities,  constituted  the  defence. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Leonard  and  a 
jury,  October  13th,  1863,  and  a  verdict  was  rendered  in  favor 
of  the  plamtiff  for  $6,957.86. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  for  $7,403.25,  was  entered  thereon, 
December  21, 1863,  the  defendant's  motion  for  a  new  trial 
having  previously  (Dec.  18,)  been  denied  at  special  term. 

This  appeal  is  from  the  order  denying  said  motion,  and 
also  from  the  judgment. 
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Sanfobd  dk  WooDBUPP,  attomeySy  and 
L.  B.  Woodruff,  counsd/or  appdlant. 

I.  The  motion  for  a  non-snit  should  have  been  granted 
when  the  plaintiff  rested.  The  alteration  of  the  date  of  the 
note  appeared  npon  its  face. 

The  alteration  was  material — ^it  affected  directiy  the  time 
when  payment  could  be  required. 

When  such  an  alteration  appears,  the  note  is  inyalidated 
unless  it  be  shown  by  some  evidence  that  the  alteration  was 
made  before  the  note  was  issued,  or  that  it  was  made  by  the 
consent  of  the  parties  to  be  affected  by  the  alteration. 

No  such  evidence  had  been  given.  (1  Greeriheafs  Ev. 
564 ;  Knight  agt.  Clements,  8  Ad.  &  El.  215 ;  Carias  agt. 
TafersaU,  2M.  d  G.890;  Clifford  agt.  Parh&r,  2  M.  d  G. 
909 ;  Waring  agt.  Smyth,  2  Barb.  Ch.  119,  Tuyte;  Herrick  agt 
Malin,  22  Wejvd.  388.) 

H.  The  nonsuit  should  have  been  ordered  at  the  close  of 
the  testimony,  or  the  jury  should  have  been  instructed  per- 
emptorily that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  verdict. 

1.  It  was  shown  that  when  the  note  passed  into  the  hands 
of  Mr.  Piatt,  the  president  of  the  plaintiff,  it  bore  date  the 
7th  of  November. 

There  was  no  evidence  that  the  alteration  was  made  by 
the  consent  of  the  defendant,  Backus,  the  indorser. 

Evidence,  that  when  Mr.  Piatt  delivered  the  note  to  the 
clerk,  it  had  been  altered,  did  not  contradict  the  defendant's 
affirmative  proof,  or  tend  to  show  that  the  indorser  consented 
to  the  alteration. 

2.  The  true  date  of  the  note  being,  when  indorsed  by  the 
defendant,  November  8th,  it  became  due  93  days  thereafter, 
i.  e.  February  9th.  No  demand  of  payment  was  made  on 
that  day,  and  the  indorser,  the  defendant,  was  therefore  dis- 
charged. 

3.  The  notice  of  protest  was  not  sufficient  to  charge  the 
defendant  as  indorser. 

(a)  The  notice  must  show  that  the  presentment  was  made 
at  the  proper  time ;  and  a  mere  general  statement  in  a  notice 
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without  date,  that  the  note  *^  is  protested^'  does  not  so 
import.  It  may  have  been  protested  either  before  or  after 
maturity.  ( Wynne  agt.  Alden,  4  Denio,  163 ;  Bansom  agt. 
Mack,  2  JKH,  587 ;  Bemer  agt.  Dotvner,  23  Wend.  626 ;  J)e 
La  Hunt  agt.  Htggins,  9  Ahb.  422.) 

(6)  In  Cook  agt.  Litchfield  (5  S^eW.  279),  the  notice  stated 
that  the  note  was  protested  ^  on  the  day  that  the  same 
became  due."  And  in  Toungs  agt.  Lee  (2  Kern.  552),  the 
notice  was  dated  as  of  the  day  when  the  note  matured. 

4.  The  testimony  of  two  witnesses  showed,  without  any 
contradiction,  that  the  bank  extended  the  time  of  payment 
of  the  indebtedness  of  Gilmore  (for  which  this  accommoda- 
tion indorsement  was  held  as  collateral  security)  for  the 
period  of  twelve  months. 

Gilmore  testimony,  folios  62  to  65.  Accommodation 
iadorsement  delivered  as  collateral  security.  Oilmore,  folios 
66-68,  72-75,  91-94.    W.  R  Martio,  folios  126  to  136. 

The  testimony  of  Gilmore  and  Martin  proved  the  making 
of  the  agreement,  upon  an  ample  consideration,  the  per- 
formance of  the  agreement  by  Gilmore,  the  actual  reception 
of  the  mortgages  by  the  bank  as  valid  subsisting  securities 
and  the  placing  the  same  on  record.  The  retention  of  one 
of  them  for  nearly  two  years  (to  April  6, 1860),  and  the  pos- 
session of  the  other  tiU  the  present  time. 

As  matter  of  law  upon  this  uncontradicted  evidence  the 
defendant  was  discharged  {Pitt  agt.  Cangdon^  2  Corns.  352). 

5.  The  mortgage  itself  contains  a  clause  which  of  its  own 
force  bound  the  bank  absolutely  to  look  to  the  mortgaged 
premises.  This  either  released  Gilmore  or  bound  the  bank 
to  exhaust  their  remedy  against  the  lands  and  so  suspended 
their  remedy  against  him.  In  either  view  it  discharged  the 
indorser. 

6.  The  proof  was  alike  uncontradicted  and  in  part  in  . 
writing,    that    the   bank   surrendered    the    mortgage   for 
$35,322.86,  which  was  held  as  security  for  the  same  indebt- 
ness  of  Gilmore.    This  discharged  the  surety,  the  defendant 

(a)  The  mortgage  was  acknowledged  to  be  satisfied. 
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(h)  Or  it  w€ks  given  up  without  satisfaction  or  payment. 
In  either  case  the  indorser  is  discharged. 

III.  The  charge  of  the  judge  was  erroneous,  and  he  should 
have  charged  in  relation  to  the  notice  of  protest  as  requested. 

1.  The  notice  was  not  sufficient  to  apprise  the  defendant 
of  a  demand  of  payment  on  the  dej  on  which  the  note 
became  due  (Authoi'ities'  supra). 

2.  There  was  no  conflict  of  evidence  which  made  it  proper 
to  submit  the  questions  to  the  jury  whether  there  was  a  valid 
subsisting  agreement  for  the  extension  of  time  for  the  pay- 
ment of  Gilmore's  indebtedness,  performed  by  him,  by  the 
delivery  of  the  mortgages  and  their  acceptance  by  the  bank. 

It  was  proved  by  two  witnesses,  and  by  the  papers  them- 
selves shown  to  be  in  the  plaintiff's  possession.  ^  And  there 
was  no  contradiction.  (Lomer  agt  Meeker^  25  N.  Y.  361 ; 
Bascomb  agi  Buffalo  and  State  Line  B.  B.  Co.  27  Barb.  221, 
228 ;  Ernst  agt  Hudson  River  B.  B.  Co,  24  How.  Pr.  B.  97, 
Court  of  Appeals  September^  1862.) 

rV.  Upon  the  proofs  and  the  law  as  declared  by  the  court 
the  verdict  is  against  both  the  law  and  the  evidence. 

y.  The  judgment  and  the  order  appealed  from  should  be 
reversed  and  a  now  trial  ordered. 

A.  Pbentigs,  attorney  and  counsel  for  respondent. 

I.  Two  questions  only  were  litigated  on  the  trial.  Some 
minor  points  were  made  by  the  defendant,  but  only  the  two 
require  any  particular  attention.  These  were,  first,  whether 
the  date  of  the  note  had  been  altered  since  its  indorsement 
and  delivery ;  and  second,  whether  the  plaintiff  ever  made 
an  agreement  to  extend  the  time  of  payment  of  this  debt 
and  subsequently  surrendered  security,  of  which  the  defend- 
ant was  entitled  to  the  benefit 

n.  These  two  questions  were  both  questions  of  fact  for 
the  jury ;  the  court  submitted  both  to  the  jury,  and  their 
decision  was  a  decision  of  these  as  well  as  all  the  other 
issues  submitted  to  them. 

m.  But  these  questions  call  for  a  closer  examination. 
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The  evidence  on  the  question  of  the  alteration  of  the  note 
is  simplj  this :  Backos,  the  defendant,  says,  he  did  not 
notice  the  date,  and  knows  nothing  about  it. 

Qilmore,  the  maker  of  the  note,  swears  expressly,  "  I 
mean  to  tell  this  jury  and  all  creation  that  I  am  a  merchant, 
and  I  learned  with  my  first  A,  B,  C,  not  to  alter  a  note,  and 
I  never  did." 

Again,  at  folio  90,  this  witness  is  asked  if  he  ever  made  a 
mistake  in  the  date  of  a  note  and  then  altered  it  ?  he  answers, 
'*  Never,  sir,  I  learned  that  lesson  before  I  was  twelve  years 
old." 

This  was  all  the  defendant's  evidence  of  an  alteration  of 
the  note. 

(a)  The  plaintiffs*  evidence  was  the  fact  proved  by  the 
defendant  himself  and  Gilmore  that  this  note  was  intended 
by  both  to  bear  date  the  day  the  first  note  fell  due. 

The  testimony  of  Henry  C.  Tanner  and  Thomas  Picton, 
both  then  clerks  in  the  bank,  that  the  note  in  suit  had  the 
same  date  as  it  now  has  when  it  came  to  the  bank. 

Also,  the  testimony  of  Wm.  B.  Martin,  Henry  C.  Tanner 
and  Thomas  Pioton,  that  the  figure  7  made  over  the  8  is  not 
in  Mr.  Piatt's  (the  president)  haudwriting ;  the  two  latter 
also  state  expressly  that  it  is  in  the  handwriting  of  Gilmore, 
the  maker  of  the  note. 

(b)  This  is  the  substance  of  the  testimony  on  both  sides 
as  to  the  alteration,  and  it  is  submitted  could  leave  no  doubt 
on  the  mind  of  any  person  when  or  by  whom  the  7  was 
made  over  the  8. 

lY.  The  evidence  upon  the  alleged  contract  for  extending 
the  time  of  payment  of  this  note  is  in  substance  this : 

Gilmore  says,  '^  I  was  to  give  the  bank  security  on  a  con- 
siderable amount  of  property  in  New  Jersey,  and  the  bank 
was  to  loan  me  $10,000  on  the  property,  I  applying  this 
$10,000  to  the  improvement  of  certain  property,  the  bank 
holding  the  titie  to  that  property  while  the  improvements 
were  going  on.  Thus,  in  that  way,  the  bank  had  security 
for  the  $10,000  new  loan,  and  receiving  the  mortgage  of 
$10,000  and  $5,000  as  additional  security  for  the  whole 
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indebtedness  "  It  should  be  remembered  that  this  arrange- 
ment was  made,  as  is  alleged,  between  a  man  that  is  dead 
and  this  witness.  Now  let  us  see  what  was  done  and  not 
done,  as  this  witness  sajs  and  the  case  shows : 

1st.  The  first  thing,  and  which  was  not  done,  is,  the  title 
of  no  land  was  ever  put  into  the  bank ;  this,  according  to 
the  witness'  own  story,  was  to  be  the  first  thing  done,  as  the 
bank  was  to  hold  the  title  while  the  bank's  money  was 
expended  in  improying  it.  This  was  a  condition  precedent 
to  any  other  step. 

2d.  The  second  thing,  and  which  was  not  done,  is,  that 
no  mortgage  of  $10,000  and  $5,000  was  ever  made  '^  as  addi- 
tional secnrity  for  the  whole  indebtedness."  This  was  also 
another  condition  precedent  in  the  transaction,  and  was 
neither  done  or  offered  to  be  done  by  the  witness. 

3d.  The  third  thing,  and  which  vxia  done,  is,  that  two 
mortgages  were  executed  entirely  different  in  amount  from 
that  called  for  in  the  alleged  agreement.  These  mortgages 
were  each  for  $35,000,  upon  two  pieces  of  property ;  whereas, 
the  agreement  sworn  to  called  for  only  $15,000  mortgage  on 
a  "  coTisideroMe  amount  of  property  in  New  Jersey."  ^ 

4th.  The  fourth  thing,  and  which  was  not  done,  is,  that 
the  bank  never  advanced  any  portion  of  this  $10,000. 

5th.  The  fifth  thing,  and  which  vxxs  done,  is,  that  the  bank 
returned  one  of  these  $35,000  mortgages  upon  request,  and 
without  any  payments  being  made;  and  it  is  fair  to  be 
inferred,  would  the  other  if  asked  for. 

6th.  The  sixth  thing,  and  which  vxxs  done,  is,  that  a  pro- 
posed agreement  was  drafted  between  the  parties,  but  never 
executed  by  either.  This  agreement  was  wholly  different 
from  the  one  stated  by  the  witness  as  the  extension ;  one 
called,  among  other  things,  for  two  mortgages  of  $35,000 
each ;  the  other  for  mortgages  for  $10,000  and  $5,000,  and 
for  the  title  of  the  land  to  be  improved  to  be  in  the  bank. 

Y.  It  clearly  appears  from  the  above,  and  from  other  facts 
in  the  case  not  cited,  that  not  one  single  act  was  ever  done 
with  the  concurrence  of  both  the  parties,  or  even  by  either 
one  of  theiD,  in  accordance  with  the  agreement  Gihnore 
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states.  All  that  can  be  made  of  his  statement  of  the  agree- 
menty  is,  that  every  act  that  was  done  at  the  time  contra- 
dicted it,  and  all  thatcan  be  made  of  the  acta  that  did  take 
place  is,  that  they  were  never  completed  so  as  to  be  binding 
on  either  party. 

(a)  GKlmore,  although  attempting  to  cany  this  case  on  his 
own  shoulders  unaided,  does  not  attempt  to  swear  that  the 
drafted  agreement  was  ever  signed  by  either  party.  Martin 
states  expressly  it  never  was  signed. 

yi.  Such  are  the  main  points  of  the  evidence  the  jury 
were  called  upon  to  credit,  and  upon  which  they  were  asked 
to  say  the  bank  had  made  a  contract  which  would  release 
this  defendant. 

Certainly  there  was  evidence  sufficient  to  require  the 
court  to  submit  the  case  to  the  jury. 

If  there  was  such  evidence  and  the  case  was  properly  left 
to  them  to  decide,  then  it  is  submitted  this  court  should  not 
interfere  with  their  decision. 

yn.  The  only  question  upon  which  counsel  upon  either 
side  addressed  the  jury  was,  whether  Gilmore  could  be 
beUeved  or  not.  His  testimony  was  given  in  a  way  to  make 
any  cautious  man  doubt  his  word.  His  manner  was  sus- 
picious to  the  last  degree. 

If  the  court  will  refer  to  folios  80  and  81,  they  will  see  a 
sample  of  the  witness'  extravagant  answers.  These,  with 
the  acts  done  at  the  time,  and  Martin's  evidence,  made  the 
jury  disbelieve  him.  And,  besides  all  this,  he  was  seriously 
impeached  by  his  denial  of  the  alteration  of  the  date  of  the 
note. 

Yin.  Several  exceptions  were  taken  on  the  trial,  some  of 
which  I  shall  notice ;  others  are  not  deemed  of  sufficient 
importance. 

(a)  A  motion  was  made  to  diamiHS  the  complaint  at  the 
close  of  the  testimony,  upon  various  grounds : 

1st.  That  the  note  had  been  altered  in  date.  We  answer, 
this  was  a  proper  question  on  all  the  evidence  for  the  jury ; 
ihe  result  showed  they  thought  not. 

2d.  The  second  ground  of  nonsuit  was,  that  the  note  was 
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protested  on  a  -wrong  day.  We  answer  this  wonld  be  so, 
provided  the  note  bore  date  on  the  8ih ;  bnt  the  jnrj  said  it 
did  not,  and  their  say  is  conclusive. 

3d.  The  third  ground  of  nonsuit  was,  that  defendant  had 
never  received  sufficient  notice  of  protest.  We  answer,  this 
notice  contained  nine  distinct  and  positive  assertions,  and 
together  gave  all  the  information,  and  much  more  than  the 
defendant  was  legally  entitled  to.    They  are  as  follows : 

1st.  That  the  instrument  is  a  promissory  note. 

2d.  That  J.  B.  Gilmore  is  the  maker. 

3d.  That  the  amount  is  $5,120.70. 

4th.  That  the  date  is  November  7th,  1857. 

5th.  That  it  is  payable  at  the  Artisans'  bank. 

6th.  That  the  time  it  has  run  is  90  days. 

7th.  That  it  is  indorsed  by  you. 

8th.  That  it  is  protested  for  non-payment. 

9th.  That  the  holders  look  to  you  for  the  payment. 

The  point  raised  on  the  trial  was,  that  the  notice  did  not 
say  the  note  had  been  presented,  or  on  what  day  the  note 
was  protested.  We  answer,  the  notice  does  say  this  in  sub- 
stance; it  says  it  bore  date  November  7th,  1857,  and  had 
90  days  to  run,  and  is  protested.  No  conclusion  can  be  fairly 
deduced  from  this,  except  that  it  was  protested  at  the  expi- 
ration of  the  90  days. 

This  point  was  made  the  subject  of  a  request  to  charge ; 
but  if  the  notice  was  sufficient,  this  request  can  have  no 
more  force  than  the  exception. 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  certificate  of  protest 
was  put  in  evidence ;  this  showed  that  the  note  was  pre- 
sented February  8th,  1857,  and  payment  demanded  and 
refused.  {The  Cayuga  County  Bank  agt.  Warden  and  al.  1 
Com.  413 ;  Bank  (/  Gooperdoion  agt.  Woods,  28  N,  T.  545.) 

4th.  The  fourth  ground  of  nonsuit  was,  that  the  plaintiff 
made  an  agreement  to  extend  the  time  of  payment  of  this 
note.  We  answer,  whether  it  did  or  did  not,  was  a  question 
on  all  the  evidence  for  a  jury.  They  said  it  did  not,  and 
their  answer  is  conclusive. 

(a)  Whether  this  contract  was  ever  made  or  not,  and 
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-whether  the  note  had  been  altered  or  not,  were  the  only  two 
questions  upon  which  counsel  addressed  the  jury  on  the 
trial. 

The  plaintiff  claimed  that  Gilmore  could  not  be  belieyedy 
and  the  jury  were  of  the  same  opinion. 

5th.  The  fifth  ground  of  nonsuit  was,  that  the  mortgage 
contained  a  clause  which  would  release  the  defendant.  We 
answer,  this  mortgage  was,  as  defendant  proved,  a  part  of  a 
proposition  for  a  settlement  never  agreed  to,  and  was  to  be  a 
portion  of  the  agreement  never  made,  as  the  jury  say.  In 
fact,  this  position  is  but  a  subdivision  of  the  fourth.  The 
defendant  did  not  pretend  that  this  mortgage  had  any  force, 
except  as  a  part  of  this  alleged  agreement,  which  the  jury 
did  not  believe  was  ever  made  (Brackett  agt.  Barney^  28  N, 
y.  333). 

6th.  The  sixth  ground  of  nonsuit  is,  that  the  plaintiff  gave 
np  a  mortgage  which  formed  a  portion  of  the  security  for 
the  payment  of  this  note.  We  answer,  this  mortgage  had  no 
force  unless  the  agreement  was  made.  The  jury  said  it  was 
not  made.  But  the  defendant  is  not  a  surety.  He  is  an 
indorser.  He  would  have  no  right  of  subrogation.  And  it 
makes  no  difference  as  between  the  plaintiff  and  this  defend- 
ant that  he  is  an  accommodation  indorser.  {Brddford  agt. 
Corey y  5  BarK  462;  Sisson  agt.  Barrett,  2  Gomst.  406; 
Edwards  on  BiUs,  p.  293.) 

IX.  It  is  submitted,  in  conclusion,  that  the  two  questions 
of  fact  in  the  case,  to  wit :  Whether  the  date  of  the  note 
had  been  changed  dnce  it  was  signed  by  this  defendant,  and 
whether  any  agreement  was  ever  concluded,  extending  the 
time  of  the  payment  of  this  note,  were  properly  left  to  the 
jury ;  and  that  their  decision  is  sustained  by  all  the  evidence 
in  the  case,  and  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

By  the  court,  Babnabd,  J.  The  question  of  the  alteration 
of  the  note  was  one  of  pure  fact  for  the  jury.  The  learned 
justice  who  tried  this  action  coidd  not  have  withdrawn  the 
question  from  their  consideration.  The  notice  of  protest 
was  sufficient.    It  described  the  note  by  giving  its  amount, 
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date,  and  the  time  it  was  to  run,  and  that  it  was  protested 
for  non-payment.  The  inference  is,  that  it  was  demanded 
and  protested  on  the  day  it  became  due  {Young  agt.  Zee,  2 
Eem.  551).  The  only  remaming  question  is  as  to  the  dis- 
charge  of  the  defendant  Backus,  by  reason  of  the  bank 
haying  extended  the  time  of  payment  to  Gihnore,  the  maker 
of  the  note.  Gihnore  testifiL  to  a  verbal  agreement  with 
the  president  of  the  bank,  that  the  bank  was  to  advance  him 
$10,000,  and  take  mortgages  on  certain  real  property  for  this 
adyance  and  the  old  indebtedness,  which  included  this  note 
in  suit,  and  extend  the  time  for  the  payment  of  the  old  debt 
for  one  year ;  that  this  agreement  was  reduced  to  writing  by 
the  attorney  of  the  bai^,  but  was  never  signed  by  either 
party ;  that  the  mortgages  were  given  in  pursuance  of  this 
i  agreement  by  Gihnore  to  the  bank;  that  the  bank  never 

I  advanced  the  money.     One  of  the  mortgages  given  was  sub- 

sequently canceled  by  the  bank,  which  cancelation,  with  the 
mortgage,  was  accepted  by  Gilmore  without  in  any  way 
being  paid.  This  mortgage  was  introduced  in  evidence, 
and  shows  no  extension  of  time  of  payment  to  Gilmore,  but 
is  payable  on  the  instant  of  its  execution.  The  parol  agree- 
ment,  if  one  was  made,  was  merged  in  this  mortgage,  and 
that  only  expresses  the  true  agreement  between  the  parties 
{BurbarJCf  President  agt.  Beach^  15  Barb,  326).  There  is, 
therefore,  no  sufficient  proof  that  the  time  of  the  payment 
of  the  note  was  ever  extended  by  the  bank  to  Gilmore.  It 
was  not  a  discharge  of  Backus  to  take  this  mortgage  to 
secure  the  note  in  question,  and  to  re-deliver  it  to  Gilmore 
without  Backus'  assent  and  without  payment,  if  the  time 
of  payment  was  not  extended  {Pitta  agt.  Congdon^  2  Comet. 
352). 
Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Leonakd,  J.  The  case  shows  no  request  to  charge  on  the 
subject  of  the  alteration  of  the  date  of  the  note,  and  no 
motion  for  a  nonsuit  on  that  ground  at  the  close  of  the  evi- 
dence, and  nothmg  in  the  charge  as  contained  in  the  case 
referring  to  it ;  the  inference  may  be  fairly  drawn,  either 
that  the  question  was  properly  submitted  to  the  jury,  or 
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wholly  waived  by  the  defense  after  the  evidence  was  all 
before  the  court. 

The  counsel  for  the  defense  waived  all  argument  at  the 
hearing  of  the  appeal,  in  respect  to  the  motion  for  a  nonsuit 
at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  but  it  has  been  con- 
sidered by  a  member  of  the  court  as  a  material  ground  for 
granting  a  new  trial,  on  the  motion  of  the  court  only,  and  I 
shall  therefore  refer  to  it  more  at  large.  The  subject  is  on 
the  defendants'  points,  but  counsel  expressly  stated  that  he 
should  not  argue  it.  The  question  raised  by  the  motion  was 
whether  the  burden  of  proof  rested  upon  the  plaintiff  to 
explain  an  alteration  of  the  date  of  the  note. 

The  alteration  was  without  any  attempt  at  concealment  or 
disguise,  which  usually  attends  a  fraud ;  the  figure  7  being 
plainly  written  over  an  8,  and  affecting  the  period  of  matu- 
riiy  only  one  day.  seemed  rather  an  nnimportant  subject  of 
fraud,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  parties,  the  bank 
officers  being  merely  trustees.  The  presumption  of  law  is 
in  favor  of  innocence.  It  is  stated  in  Oreerileaf  on  Evidence 
(§  564),  that  "  generally  speaking,  if  nothing  appears  to  the 
contrary,  the  alteration  will  be  presumed  to  be  contempora- 
neous with  the  execution  of  the  instrument."  An  exception 
to  the  rule  of  the  presumption  of  innocence  seems  to  be 
admitted  by  the  English  authorities  in  the  case  of  commercial 
paper,  the  holder  being  required  to  explain  every  apparent 
and  material  alteration  operating  in  his  own  favor. 

The  contrary  rule  has  been  held  in  some  cases  in  the 
United  States,  Davis  agt.  Jenney  (1  Met.  221),  holding  that 
the  burden  of  proof  was  on  the  defendant.  In  Cowen  <fe 
HHIjCs  Notes  (2  vd,  p.  299,  riote  298),  it  is  said  to  be  quite 
doubtful  how  far  these  decisions  will  be  followed  by  the 
American  courts.  The  direct  contrary  has  been  holden  in 
New  Jersey  (Curriberlank  Bank  agt.  J3afl,  1  Hoist.  215). 

In  Rankin  agt.  Blacktoell  (2  Johnson^s  Cases,  200),  it  is  said 
by  the  court  that  "  alterations  on  the  face  of  a  note,  unsup- 
ported by  other  proof,  would  not  be  competent  evidence,  it 
having  been  insisted  by  the  defense  that  the  jury  might 


NEW  YORK  PRACrnCB  REPORTa  258 

Aitisaiia'  Bank  agt.  BackuB. 

decide  from  snch  evidence  whether  the  note  had  b^en  altered 
or  not." 

In  TiUou  agt.  The  Clinton  &  Essex  Mutual  Insurance  Co, 
(7  BarK  568),  Judge  Barcxjlo  says,  it  has  long  been  a  dis- 
puted point  whether  the  burden  of  explaining  an  alteration 
apparent  upon  a  paper  devolved  upon  the  party  seeking  to 
enforce  it,  or  the  party  sought  to  be  charged.  But  when  the 
alteration  is  suspicious,  and  beneficial  to  the  holder,  the 
more  sensible  rule  prevails,  at  least  in  this  state  and  in  Eng- 
land, that  the  presumption  is  against  the  party  who  sets  up 
the  paper.     ( Vide  also  Bailey  agt.  Taylor,  11  Conn.  R,  631.) 

In  my  opinion  the  ruling  was  correct  imder  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  but  if  not  correct,  the  defendant  did  not 
rely  upon  his  objection,  but  proceeded  to  give  evidence  on 
the  subject,  which  was  followed  by  other  evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  so  that  the  fact  became  material  to  be 
submitted  to  the  jury,  and  could  not  be  determined  as  a 
question  of  law.  A  new  trial  will  not  be  granted,  on  the 
ground  that  a  nonsuit  was  refused  when  the  plaintiff  rested 
on  insufficient  evidence,  if  the  necessary  proof  is  afterwards 
supplied.  {Schenectady  (jk  Saratoga  Plankroad  agt.  Tliatcher^ 
11  N.  Y.  E.  102  and  112 ;  Lansing  agt.  Van  Alstyne,  2  Wend. 
B.  561 ;  Breidert  agt.  Vincent,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  542, 544.)  The 
facts  subsequently  appearing  were  that  the  note  was  drawn 
by  Gilmore,  the  maker,  and  indorsed  by  the  defendant 
Backus,  who  delivered  it  to  Mr.  Piatt,  the  president  of  the 
bank,  to  take  up  another  note  for  the  same  amotmt,  made 
and  indorsed  by  the  same  parties,  and  held  by  the  bank, 
which  fell  due  on  the  7th  day  of  November,  1857,  upon 
which  day  the  note  in  suit,  as  altered,  also  bears  date. 
Backus,  the  indorser,  did  not  notice  the  date  at  all  at  the 
time  he  delivered  it  to  Mr.  Flatt,  who  died  sometime  before 
the  trial.  Gilmore  testified  that  the  alteration  was  not  made 
by  him,  and  he  did  not  know  who  made  it.  The  8th  of 
November,  1857,  fell  on  Sunday.  The  note  was  antedated 
and  delivered  to  the  president  some  days  after  the  time  it 
bears  date.  Mr.  Piatt  delivered  it  seventy-six  days  before 
maturity  to  the  discount  clerk  of  the  bank,  who  testifies  that 
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the  alteration  wa43  then  upon  the  note.  Three  witnesses, 
who  are  well  acquainted  with  the  handwriting  of  Mr.  Piatt, 
testify  that  the  figure  is  not  in  his  handwriting,  and  two  of 
them,  being  acquainted  with  the  handwriting  of  Gihnore, 
the  maker,  testify  tiiat  the  figure  is  in  his  writing.  There 
were  some  circumstances  in  ttie  evidence  of  Gihnore,  tend- 
ing  to  impair  his  credit  as  a  witness.  The  body  and  date 
of  the  note,  as  at  first  drawn,  were  in  the  writing  of  Gil- 
more,  and  he  intended  to  have  it  bear  date  the  same  day 
that  the  former  note  f eU  due. 

Under  this  evidence,  it  was  clearly  a  question  for  the  jury 
to  determine  by  whom  the  alteration  was  made,  and  whether 
before  or  after  the  indorsement  by  the  defendant.  The 
maker  never  had  the  possession  of  the  note  after  he  signed 
and  deKvered  it  to  the  indorser.  In  my  opinion  the  evidence 
sustains  the  verdict,  and  that  the  alteration  was  contempo- 
raneous with  the  making  and  indorsement. 

The  sole  remaining  question  upon  which  the  members  of 
this  general  term  have  any  difference  of  opinion,  relates  to 
the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  of  protest. 

The  only  possible  defect  which  can  be  attributed  to  this 
notice  is  the  omission  to  date  it.  New  York  is  stated  in  such 
relation  as  to  appear  to  be  the  place  where  it  emanated,  but 
the  day,  month  and  year  are  omitted.  The  rule  is  laid  down 
by  Judge  "Weight  as  to  the  facts  necessary  to  appear  in  a 
notice  of  protest  in  the  case  of  Hodges  agt.  Shtder  (20  N.  Y. 
JR.  114, 118).  He  says,  in  that  case,  ''  a  notice  which  omits 
an  essential  feature  of  the  note,  or  misdescribes  it,  is  an 
imperfect  one,  but  is  not  necessarily  invalid.  It  is  invalid 
only  when  it  fails  to  give  that  information,  which  it  would 
have  given  but  for  its  particular  imperfection ;  and  even  in 
case  the  notice  in  itself  be  defective,  if,  from  evidence  aliunde 
of  the  attendant  circumstances,  it  is  apparent  that  the  indorser 
was  not  deceived  or  misled  as  to  the  identity  of  the  dis- 
honored note,  he  will  be  charged.  A  note  is  well  described 
when  its  maker,  payee,  date,  amount  and  time  and  place  of 
payment  are  stated.  Ip  that  case  the  note  was  made  by  a 
railroad  company,  but  was  described  in  the  notice  as  made 
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by'^S.  ICenshaw,  treasurer,"  and  it  was  held  sufficient, 
althoagli  conceded  to  be  a  misdescription  of  the  maker,  on 
the  ground  that  it  appeared  that  the  indorser  was  not 
deceiyed  or  misled  thereby.  In  the  present  case  all  these 
particulars  are  folly  complied  with. 

The  notice  states  that  the  note  is  dated  '^NoTember  7, 
1857."  The  jury  found  that  to  be  the  true  date,  and  that 
there  had  not  been  any  fraudulent  alteration.  The  notary 
proves  the  time  and  manner  of  service,  and  the  defendant 
does  not  deny  that  he  received  the  notice  in  due  time, 
assuming  the  true  date  of  the  note  to  be  the  7th  and  not  the 
8th  of  November,  1857.  The  name  of  the  maker,  the  fact 
that  the  defendant  is  the  indorser,  the  amount,  the  date,  the 
place  of  payment,  and  the  time  (90  days)  are  aU  exactly 
famished  in  the  notice. 

The  time  of  service  was  correct,  and  the  defendant 
received  the  notice.  I  am  unable  to  perceive  that  anything 
was  omitted  to  apprise  the  defendant  of  every  requisite  in 
respect  to  the  demand  and  neglect  or  refusal  of  payment  by 
the  maker,  so  as  to  charge  him  as  an  indorser.  Had  the 
jury  found  that  there  had  been  an  alteration  in  the  date  of 
the  note  after  its  indorsement  by  the  defendant,  there  would 
have  been  a  failure  to  serve  the  notice  on  the  proper  day. 
But  this  defense  of  a  defective  notice  would  have  been  tmim- 
portant  had  the  jury  found  for  the  defendant  on  the  ques- 
tion of  alteration,  as  the  note  would  have  been  void  on  that 
ground* 

We  must  now  assume  that  the  true  date  of  the  note  was 
that  mentioned  in  the  notice.  The  service  was  then  regular 
as  to  time,  and  the  notice  contained  every  essential  state- 
ment necessary  to  apprise  the  defendant  that  the  note  which 
he  had  indorsed  for  Gilmore  had  been  protested. 

The  omission  to  date  the  notice  cannot  mislead  where  it  is 
served  on  the  proper  day.  The  notice  is  given  at  the  proper 
time.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  had  indorsed 
any  other  note  of  a  like  description.  We  cannot  infer  that 
there  were  others  similar  to  it  ( Toung  agt.  Zee,  2  Kern.  551.) 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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Ingrahak,  p.  J  (dissenting).  It  is  yery  dear  that  when 
the  plaintiff  rested  there  was  no  evidence  to  submit  to  the 
jury  on  the  question  of  the  alteration  of  the  note.  The 
action  was  against  the  indorser.  The  note  on  its  face  showed 
an  alteration  of  the  date  by  writing  7  for  the  day  of  the 
month  over  8.  No  explanation  was  given  of  the  alteration, 
and  the  indorser  was  sought  to  be  charged  on  a  presentation 
of  the  note  on  the  8Ui  of  February,  being  a  recognition  by 
the  notary  of  the  7th  of  November  as  the  correct  date  of  the 
note.  The  liability  of  the  indorser  depended  on  the  true 
date  of  the  note.  If  the  note,  when  indorsed  by  him,  was 
dated  the  8th,  then  he  could  only  be  made  liable  by  a  pro* 
test  on  the  9th  of  February.  If  the  7th  is  adopted  as  the 
date  of  the  note,  the  mode  of  alteration  and  the  fact  of  such 
alteration  having  been  made  when  the  defendant  indorsed  it 
must  be  shown,  to  hold  him  liable  as  indorser.  When  com- 
mercial paper  is  altered  in  anything  material,  the  onus  rests 
on  the  holder  to  show  that  such  alteration  was  properly 
made.  As  no  evidence  was  given  on  the  subject  of  the 
alteration  when  the  plaintiff  rested,  the  case  should  not  have 
gone  to  the  jury,  and  the  defendant's  motion  to  dismiss  the 
complaint  should  have  been  granted. 

Was  there  any  evidence  given  afterwards  to  alter  the  state 
of  the  case  ? 

The  defendant  was  sworn,  and  testified  that  he  did  not 

make  the  alteration ;  that  he  did  not  know  who  made  it,  and 

the  first  time  he  saw  it  was  in  December,  1860;  that  he 

never  authorized  the  alteration  to  be  made ;  that  he  received 

the  note  from  Gilmore,  and  indorsed  it  and  took  it  to  the 

Artisans'  Bank,  and  gave  it  to  the  president. 

Gilmore,  the  maker,  was  sworn,  and  testified  that  the  note 

:  was  dated  the  8th ;  that  he  did  not  make  the  alteration ;  that 

*  he  did  not  know  who  did ;  that  he  did  not  authorize  any  one 

to  do  so,  and  had  no  knowledge  of  it  until  three  years  after 

the  date  of  the  note. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  it  was  proven  that  the  note 
had  been  altered  before  it  became  due,  and  was  not  altered 
afterwards ;  that  it  came  to  the  hands  of  the  discount  clerk 
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\fli6n  discotmted,  and  that  it  then  bore  the  same  date  as  now, 
and  was  not  altered  afterwards.  It  was  also  proved  that  the 
alterjition  was  not  made  in  Piatt's  handwriting,  and  was  in 
Gilmore's  handwriting.  Upon  this  evidence  the  question 
was  submitted  to  the  jury.  If  the  action  had  been  against 
the  maker,  the  evidence  would  have  been  submitted  prop* 
erlj  to  the  jury  as  to  his  liability,  but  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see 
anything  that  brings  home  to  the  indorser  any  knowledge  of 
this  alteration.  He  utterly  denies  all  knowledge  of  it  between 
the  indorsement  and  the  trial,  and  the  only  fact  on  which  he 
is  sought  to  be  made  liable,  is  his  delivery  of  the  note 
indorsed  by  him  to  the  president.  There  was  a  period  of 
time  when  the  alteration  might  have  been  made  not  reached 
by  any  of  the  witnesses,  viz.:  after  its  delivery  and  before  it 
was  passed  by  the  officer  of  the  bank  to  the  discount  clerk ; 
and  whether  such  alteration  was  made  by  Piatt  or  by  GH- 
more  would  be  immaterial  If  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
defendant,  he  would  not  be  chargeable. 

I  have  noticed  these  facts  more  at  large,  as  bearing  upon 
the  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  of  protest. 
The  notice  of  non-payment  was  not  dated.  It  stated  that  a 
note  dated  7th  November,  1857,  and  indorsed  by  the  defend- 
ant, was  protested  for  non-payment  There  is  no  proof  from 
the  defendant  as  to  the  day  of  service,  which  might  perhaps 
supply  the  difficidty.  The  only  evidence  was  the  notary's 
certificate  that  on  the  8th  February,  1858,  he  served  tiie 
notice  by  maiL 

This  case  very  much  resembles  that  of  Wynne  agt.  Jlden, 
(4t  Denio,  163),  except  that  the  point  decided  in  that  case  is 
presented  more  strongly  by  the  notice  proved  here.  There 
the  notice  was  without  date,  and  stated  that  the  note  "  had 
this  day  been  presented  for  payment  and  payment  refused." 

The  court  held  the  notice  defective;  saying,  the  notice 
being  without  date,  it  is  impossible  to  ascertain  from  the 
paper  itself  what  day  in  particular  was  intended. 

In  Ransom  agt.  Mack  (2  HxU^  587),  it  was  held  that  whether 
the  notice  was  sufficient  was  a  question  of  law  {Bennie  agt 
Doumer,  23  Wend.  720), 
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In  Bda  Hunt  agt.  Higgina  (9  Albott^  422),  it  was  held  thai 
an  error  in  the  day  on  which  the  note  was  protested  was 
fatal  The  cases  ot  Cook  agt.  Litchfield  (5  Sdden,  279),  and 
Youngs  agt.  Lee  (2  Kemanf  552),  were  cases  in  which  the  date 
and  other  matters  were  all  stated  but  some  defect  alleged  as 
to  the  day  of  protest.  In  Home  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Green^  a  notice 
which  omitted  the  maker's  name  was  held  insufficient  to 
charge  the  indorser. 

In  Hodges  agt.  Skder  (22  New  Tark^  p.  115),  Wright,  J., 
in  speaking  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice,  says,  "  a  notice 
is  well  described  when  its  maker,  payee,  date,  amount,  and 
time  and  place  of  payment  are  stated."  Such  should  be  the 
contents  of  the  notice.  But  some  of  the  cases  have,  from  time 
to  time,  sought  to  avoid  the  hardship  of  holding  a  notice 
defective  for  any  of  these  requisites  having  been  omitted,  if 
they  could  find  something  else  to  show  that  the  party  was 
not  misled  or  left  in  ignorance.  Thus,  where  the  maker  and 
indorser's  names  were  misplaced,  it  was  held  not  to  mislead, 
because  the  error  was  known  to  the  indorser.  So  the  want 
of  saying  that  the  payment  of  the  note  had  been  demanded 
and  refused,  was  considered  cured  by  saying  the  note  was 
protested,  and  the  holder  looked  to  the  indorser  for  pay- 
ment. So  in  cases  like  this,  the  want  of  stating  the  day  on 
which  payment  was  demanded,  was  relieved  by  the  date  of 
the  notice  being  on  the  day  the  note  became  due.  But  in 
no  case  has  it  been  held  that  a  notice  without  date,  and  not 
stating  on  what  day  it  was  presented  for  payment,  was  suffi- 
cient. 

It  seems  to  me  this  notice  was  insufficient  for  want  of  a 
date,  or  for  want  of  stating  the  day  of  demand  in  the  body 
of  it,  and  that  a  new  trial  should  be  granted. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

Abraham  L.  Aceebican   agi  Hamilton  H.  Salmon  and 

Emh.te  M.  Salmon. 

An  letion  by  ^judgment  oredUor  to  reach  real  estate  eoneeyed  to  (hi  wife  cf  Aia 
judgment  debtor ^  a  part  of  the  oonaideration  for  aach  oonveyanoe  bemg  paid  by 
the  judgment  debtor,  who  is  alleged  to  be  insolventi  cannot  be  Bnatained,  where 
the  presumption  ot  frauds  which  attaches  by  reason  of  the  payment  of  snoh 
consideration,  is  OTeroome  by  the  evidenoe. 

And  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  debt  to  the  plaintiff  was  contracted  by  a 
partner  of  the  judgment  debtor,  of  which  the  latter  was  ignorant  at  the  time 
he  paid  the  consideration  money,  and  that  the  plaintiff  made  no  claim  againsi 
him  personally  till  after  the  conveyance  to  his  wife,  was  properly  admissible  to 
show  the  want  of  a  frandnlent  intent  on  the  part  of  the  defendants. 

New  York  General  Term  November^  1865. 

Brfore  Ingbaham,  P.  J.,  Babnard  and  Jj&osKBD^juatioes. 

The  plamtiff  is  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  defendant^ 
Hamilton  H.  Salmon,  but  not  of  the  defendant  Emilie  M. 
Sahnon.  Execution  against  H.  H.  Sahnon  has  been  returned 
unsatisfied.  The  judgment  was  recovered  against  H.  EL 
Sahnon  and  one  John  Mears,  as  copartners,  and  was 
recovered  March  17, 1857,  and  was  for  goods  sold  to  John 
Mears  between  February  22, 1856,  and  April  14, 1856.  In 
the  summer  of  1856,  the  defendant,  Emilie  M.  Sahnon,  wife 
of  EL  H.  Sahnon,  purchased  a  house  and  lot  in  New  York 
city.  The  plaintiff  claims  that  at  the  time  of  this  purchase 
H.  H.  Salmon  was  largely  insolvent,  and  that  such  purchase 
was,  in  fact,  made  for  his  benefit  and  by  him,  and  with  intent 
to  hinder,  delay  and  defraud  his  creditors,  and  asks  that  hii 
judgment  be  decreed  to  be  a  hen  upon  said  premises,  that 
fliey  be  sold  and  the  judgment  paid* 

The  defendants  admit  the  purchase  of  the  house  and  lot, 
but  say  that  the  firm  of  Wm.  H.  Newman  &  Co.  and  Emilie 
M.  Salmon  famished  the  money,  and  that  the  property  was 
purchased  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit. 

They  deny  the  allegation  in  the  complaint  that  the  deed 
of  the  premises,  though  bearing  date  March  8, 1856,  waB 
not  executed  for  several  months  after  that  time,  and  they 
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deny  any  fraud  or  fraudulent  intent  whatever.  And  they 
allege  that  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  H.  H.  Salmon  was 
perfectly  solvent  (worth  over  ten  thousand  dollars),  and  they 
then  deny  each  and  every  other  allegation  in  the  complaint. 
The  referee  (ex-judge  Alfred  Conkling)  rendered  judgment 
for  the  defendants. 

E.  B.  BoGABDUS,/or  appdlant. 

I.  The  appellant  was  a  creditor  of  H.  H.  Salmon  at  the 
time  of  his  advancing  money  for  the  purchase  of  the  premises, 
taking  conveyance  in  the  name  of  his  wife. 

Such  fact  makes  such  conveyance  presumptively  fraudu- 
lent. {Mead  agt.  Oregg^  12  Barb.  653 ;  Van  Wyck  agt.  Seioard, 
18  Wend.  375 ;  Ward  agt.  Robinson,  22  N.  T.  Rep.  564.) 

The  fraudulent  intent  was  not  disproved  in  this  case. 

XL  Subsequent  creditors  may  impeach  such  conveyance. 
(12  Barh.  663 ;  18  Wend.  375.) 

The  evidence  (uncontradicted)  does  impeach  the  convey- 
ance to  Mrs.  Sahnon. 

The  defendant  H.  H.  Salmon,  not  only  paid  the  purchase 
money  for  the  conveyance  to  his  wife,  but  pledged  his  future 
earnings  in  payment  of  the  moneys  advanced  for  that  pur- 
pose, and  also  transferred  in  payment  thereof  the  property 
acquired  from  plaintiff  upon  which  his  judgment  is  based. 

III.  The  referee  eired  in  overruling  the  plaintiff's  objec- 
tion at  folio  65. 

lY .  The  referee  erred  in  refusing  to  find  matters  of  fact 
and  law  as  required  by  the  plaintiff's  counseL 

y .  The  conclusions  of  law  by  the  referee  are  not  warranted 
by  his  facts. 

YI.  Even  if  the  judgment  debtor  had  a  right  to  make  a 
reasonable  settlement  upon  his  wife,  the  evidence  shows 
.dearly  that  Mr.  Salmon's  settlement  was  not  within  the 
cfpirit  of  adjudications  relied  upon  by  him  upon  this  point. 
He  had  no  property  at  the  time  which  he  had  the  right  to 
aettie  upon  his  wife. 
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yn.  The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  new  trial 
granted. 

Andrews,  Colby  &  Thompson,  aUomeys,  and 
George  R.  Thompson,  oounsd  for  respondents. 

I.  The  plaintiff's  evidence  ntterlj  fails  to  show  anything 
to  establish  either  of  the  following  allegations  in  the  com- 
plaint, viz : 

First  That  the  defendant  was  insolvent,  or  expected  to 
become  insolvent,  at  the  time  the  purchase  of  the  house  and 
lot  in  question  was  made. 

Second,  That  the  purchase  was  made  with  intent  to  place 
his  property  beyond  the  reach  of  creditors,  or  to  hinder, 
delay  or  defraud  creditors.         , 

For  the  evidence  on  these  points,  see  the  case. 

This  is  every  partiele  of  evidence  offered  by  plaintiff  to 
sustain  either  of  the  above  allegations,  and  it  is  submitted 
that  so  far  from  proving  them  to  be  true,  it  shows  the 
contrary. 

(aj  On  the  other  hand,  it  appears  that  the  purchase  was, 
at  any  rate,  bona  fide  in  its  inception,  as  it  was  made  long 
before  any  account  was  opened  by  Mears  with  the  plaintiff. 

Purchase  in  December,  1855.  Debt  to  plaintiff,  from 
Mears,  or  Mears  &  Salmon,  April,  1856. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  goods  for  which  the  judgment  was 
obtained  against  Mears  &  Salmon,  were  sold  to  Mears,  and 
charged  to  him,  "  John  Mears,"  and  "  John  Mears'  Union 
Color  Works,"  and  that  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  his  clerk 
ever  saw  Mr.  Salmon,  and  that  Sahnon  was  not  notified  by 
the  plaintiff  of  the  sales,  nor  was  any  demand  made  upon 
him  until  August  12, 1856,  which  was  long  affcer  the  payment 
of  all  the  purchase  money  for  the  house  and  lot. 
'  The  purchase  was  made  notoriously  and  openly  by  Mrs. 
Salmon.  The  purchase  money  had  been  partly  paid  before 
the  plaintiff's  claim  existed,  even  against  Mears,  and  was  all 
paid  before  Salmon  was  notified  of  the  existence  of  the 
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claim.    The  coxrvejanoe  was  made  to  Mrs.  Salmon  abso- 
lutely. 

(b)  The  plaintiff's  evidence  shows  how  and  when  H.  H. 
Salmon  became  insolvent. 

n.  The  statute  in  relation  to  conveyances  presumptively 
fraudulent,  will  not  avail  the  plaintiff  {R.  8. 5th  ed.  vd.  3,  p. 
15,  §§  51  (xnd  52). 

(a)  By  that  section  a  conveyance  made  to  one  person,  the 
consideration  being  paid  by  another  person,  is  presumptively 
fraudulent  against  the  creditors,  at  the  time  of  its  payment, 
of  the  person  paying  tiie  consideration.  The  consideration 
of  this  conveyance  was  paid  before  the  accrual  of  any  debt 
from  defendant,  H.  H.  Salmon,  to  the  plaintiff  {See  previous 
rtferences). 

(h)  At  any  rate,  the  statute  only  shifts  the  burden  of  proof 
from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants,  and  for  the  reason  stated 
under  the  first  point,  any  presumption  arising  under  this 
statute  is  successfully  rebutted. 

(c)  The  statute  does  not  apply  to  a  case  like  this. 

m.  The  presumption  of  fraud,  if  any,  may  be  repelled 
by  circumstances.  (Seward  agt.  Jackson^  8  Ootven,  406; 
JSinde^a  Lessee  agt.  Longtvorth,  11  Wheat.  213.) 

(a J  The  doctrine  sustained  by  the  case  of  Beade  agt.  Liv- 
ingston (3  Johns.  Ch,  492),  has  been  overruled  by  the  case 
of  Sevxird  agt.  Jackson,  above  cited  {See  also,  Hamilton  agt. 
Oreenioood,  1  Bay,  173). 

lY.  The  question  of  fraud  is  one  of  fact,  and  the  findings 
below  will  not  be  disturbed  by  the  court  on  i^peaL 

(aj  Especially  so  when  the  plaintiff  becomes  a  creditor 
subsequent  to  the  payment  of  the  consideration. 

y.  An  exception  was  taken  by  plaintiff's  counsel,  to  the 
ruling  of  the  referee,  allowing  the  introduction  of  evidence 
to  show  that  no  claim  was  ever  made  against  H.  H.  Salmon, 
by  plaintiff,  until  after  the  conveyance  in  question,  and  that 
Mr.  Salmon  was  not  informed  of  the  existence  of  the  claim 
at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  on  the  ground  that  the 
defendants  are  concluded  by  the  judgment  roll  in  evidence. 
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The  roling  of  the  referee  should  be  sostaLaed  for  the  f ol« 
lowing  reasons,  tus  : 

^V^.  The  defendant,  Emilie  M.  Sabnon,  was  not  a  party 
to  the  former  action. 

Second.  The  question  of  solyencj,  and  the  questions  for 
the  solution  of  which  this  eyidence  was  presented,  did  not 
arise  in  the  former  action,  are  new  matter,  and  are  not  res 
adjudicatcL  (Maybee  agt.  Avery,  18  Johns.  353 ;  Vail  agt. 
FotZ,  7  Barb.  242 ;  Le  Ouen  agt.  Gouveneur,  1  Johns.  C.  492.). 

(a)  The  broadest  construction  of  the  rule  of  res  adjudioataf 
and  the  one  most  favorable  to  the  plaintiff,  will  not  render 
his  exception  good.  The  former  action  must  have  been 
between  the  same  parties,  or  the  party  desired  to  be  con- 
cluded must  have  had  a  right  to  appear,  and  the  judgment 
must  have  been  upon  the  same  question  now  desired  to  be 
raised  (1  Green.  Ev.  §  623). 

YI.  The  judgment  below  was  correct,  and  should  be 
affirmed. 

By  the  court,  Leonard,  J.  The  plaintiff  is  a  judgment  cre- 
ditor of  Hamilton  H.  Salmon,  and  seeks  in  this  action  to  reach 
real  estate  conveyed  to  Mrs.  Salmon  for  the  consideration  of 
$6,900,  of  which  the  sum  $2,400  was  paid  by  her  husband,  the 
judgment  debtor,  and  the  balance,  $4,500,  secured  by  her 
mortgage  upon  the  premises  conveyed  to  her.  At  the  time  of 
the  payment  of  the  money,  the  debtor  was  ignorant  that  he 
owed  anything  to  the  plaintiff.  So  far  as  it  appears  from  the 
case  he  owed  but  one  other  debt,  and  although  the  amount  of 
that  was  pretty  large,  the  creditors  held  full  security  for  the 
amount.  It  also  appears  that  the  debtor  sustained  very 
large  losses  shortly  after  the  payment  of  the  consideration 
for  the  conveyance  to  his  wife,  Mrs.  Salmon.  Upon  this 
evidence  the  referee  has  found  that  the  debtor  paid  the 
money  for  the  conveyance  without  any  fraudulent  intent. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  evidence  sustains  this  finding* 
The  presumption  of  fraud,  which  attaches  by  reason  of  the 
payment  of  the  consideration  by  Mr.  Salmon  for  the  convey- 
ance of  the  premises  to  his  wife,  has  been  overcome.    There 
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is  no  reason  for  disturbing  the  finding  of  the  referee.  The 
referee  admitted  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  debt  to 
the  plaintiff  was  contracted  by  Mears^  a  partner  of  Mr.  Sal- 
mon,  and  that  the  plaintiff  made  no  claim  against*  Mr.  Sal- 
mon personally,  till  after  the  convejance  to  his  wife,  and 
that  Mr.  Sabnon  was  not  informed  of  the  existence  of  the 
claim  at  the  time  he  paid  the  money  for  the  conveyance. 
The  plaintiff's  counsel  took  an  exception  to  the  admission 
of  this  evidence.  It  appears  to  me  to  have  been  admissible 
to  show  the  want  of  a  fraudulent  intent  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants. 
The  judgment  should  be  a£Srmed,  with  costs. 


•  »• 
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On.  an  appeal  from  a  jndgment  in  a  justice's  conrt,  under  section  371  of  the  Gode^ 
the  resirandent  must  be  responsible  for  the  offer  he  makes  to  allow  the  Jndg- 
ment of  the  justice  to  be  corrected,  withoat  regard  to  the  extent  tbe  appellant 
•  daims  in  his  notice  of  appeal  it  should  have  been  more  &vorable  to  him. 

The.  respondent's  right  to  costs  in  the  county  court  must  depend  upon  the  fact,  if 
his  offer  be  not  accepted,  whether  the  judgment  of  that  court  be  more  favorable 
to  the  appellant  than  such  offer ;  and  if  more  fayorable  to  the  appellant  than 
the  respondent's  offer,  the  section  is  imperative  that  the  appellant  will  be  enti- 
tled to  costs ;  otherwise,  he  will  be  liable  to  the  respondent  for  costs. 

Consequently,  the  respondent  is  not  confined  in  his  offer  to  the  claim  of  the 
appellant  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  even  if  that  claim  is  particular  and  specific 
as  to  the  amount;  Jind  this  being  so,  it  would  be  useless,  and  should,  therefore, 
not  be  held  necessary  that  the  appellant's  claim  should  be  specific  in  amount. 

The  correct  doctrine  on  this  point  is  held  in  Fox  agt  Ndiis  (25  How.  144),  and 
Zoomis  agt.  Higbie  (29  How,  232),  that  it  is  not  incumbent  upon  the  appellant 
to  point  out  in  his  notice  of  appeal,  any  specific  error  through  which  the  judg- 
ment has  been  made  too  large  or  too  small,  nor  to  fix  any  amount  to  which  it 
should  be  reduced ;  but  that  the  general  statement  that  "  it  is  for  too  large  a 
sum,"  or  that  "  it  should  have  been  for  a  less  amount  of  damages,"  is  a  suffi- 
cient particular  to  put  the  respondent  to  his  offer.  {See  also  to  the  same  ^ed 
Wynkoop  agt.  HaJlbut,  43  Barb.  266.)    (Mason,  J.  dissenting.) 

CFhe  legislature  undoubtedly  intended,  in  the  language  of  the  court  in  Ibx  agt. 
JfeOiSf  to  allow  "  each  party  to  become  an  actor  for  the  correction  of  errors,  at 
'his  own  peril  of  ftiture  expense,  in  case  of  further  controversy." 
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Broome  Genercd  Term,    Argued  November ,  1865.    Decided 
My,  1866. 

.  Present,  Pakker,  Mason  and  Balcom,  Justices. 
>  The  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  against  the  defendant 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  eighty-nine  dollars  damages, 
on  the  8th  day  of  February,  1865.  The  defendant  appealed 
from  the  judgment  to  the  Broome  county  court,  and  asked 
for  a  new  trial  in  his  notice  of  appeal,  "  upon  the  following 
grounds,  viz  :  1.  That  the  justice  erred  in  refusing  to  non- 
suit the  plaintiff.  2.  That  the  judgment  was  rendered 
against  the  law  of  the  case.  3.  That  the  judgment  was  ren- 
dered against  the  evidence.  4.  That  the  judgment  should 
have  been  for  the  defendant  and  not  for  the  plaintiff.  5. 
That  the  facts  proven  on  the  trial  are  not  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cauj3e  of  action  against  the  defendant.  6,  That 
the  judgment  of  the  justice  should  have  been  made  more 
&vorable  to  the  defendant  in  these  particulars,  viz  :  1.  That 
the  justice  allowed  the  plaintiff  for  103  days  for  keeping 
defendant's  horse,  at  $1.00  per  day,  and  deducting 
therefrom  14  days'  absence  of  horse,  making  the  sum  of 
$89,  when  in  truth  and  in  fact  he  should  have  allowed  the 
plaintiff  only  $75,  being  the  amount  claimed  in  the  com- 
plaint for  keeping  said  horse  for  15  weeks,  at  $5  per  week, 
making  a  difference  in  the  damages  of  $14  ;  which  sum  of 
$14  this  defendant  claims  should  be  deducted  from  the 
amount  of  said  judgment,  and  the  judgment  made  more 
favorable  thereby  to  the  defendant.  2.  That  the  justice 
rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  $89,  when  in  truth 
and  in  fact  he  should  have  allowed  only  $78.70,  making  a 
difference  of  $10.30,  which  sum  of  $10.30  the  defendant 
claims  should  be  deducted  from  said  judgment  and  made 
more  favorable  to  defendant." 

The  respondent  served  a  notice  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
justice  consenting  that  the  damages  in  said  judgment  might 
be  reduced  from  $89  to  $75,  and  that  said  judgment  might 
be  changed  or  altered  accordingly 

The  appellant  did  not  accept  said  offer. 

The  action  was  tried  in  the  county  court  in  June,  1865, 
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when  the  jury  rendered  a  yerdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
for  seventy  dollars  ($70). 

The  respontent  caused  his  costs  in  the  county  court  to  be 
taxed,  and  at  his  request  the  county  clerk  entered  a  judg- 
ment on  the  verdict  in  the  county  court  for  the  amount 
thereof  ($70),  with  $43.48  costs,  on  the  12th  day  of  June, 
1865.  The  appellant's  attorney  on  the  same  day  served 
notice  of  the  adjustment  of  the  appellant's  costs  for  the  14th 
day  of  the  same  month,  on  which  day  they  were  adjusted 
by  the  couniy  clerk  at  $56.32. 

The  appellant  then  made  a  motion  in  the  county  court  to 
set  aside  the  judgment  for  costs  entered  in  favor  of  the 
respondent,  and  for  judgment  in  favor  of  the  appellant  for 
costs,  and  the  county  court  (on  the  4th  day  of  September^ 
1865,)  made  an  order  setting  aside  the  judgment  for  costs 
entered  in  favor  of  the  respondent,  and  ordered  that  the 
appellants  costs  (}56.32)  be  set  off  against  the  respondent's 
damages  of  $70,  and  that  the  respondent  was  only  entitled 
to  a  judgment  against  the  appellant,  for  the  residue  of  said 
damages,  viz :  $13.68.  The  order  of  the  county  court 
awarded  costs  in  that  court  to  the  appellant,  and  denied 
costs  in  that  court  to  the  respondent.  The  respondent 
(plaintiff)  appealed  from  the  order  of  the  coimty  court,  on 
the  question  of  costs,  to  this  court. 

Lewis  Seymoub, /or  ^jfatn^^. 
Geoboe  BABTLEiT,/or  d&fendavt. 

The  following  opinions  were  delivered  in  this  court : 

Balcom,  J.  The  case  of  Wynkoop  agt,  EaSbui^  (43  Barb. 
266),  settled  the  question  in  this  district,  that  a  statement  in 
the  notice  of  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the 
peace  to  the  county  court,  that  the  appellant  claims  the  judg- 
ment should  have  been  in  his  favor  and  not  against  him,  is 
insufficient  to  compel  the  respondent  to  serve  an  offer  to 
allow  the  judgment  to  be  corrected  or  be  liable  for  costs  in 
the  county  court,  if  the  judgment  of  that  court  be  more 
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favorable  to  the  appellant  than  the  judgment  of  the  justice* 
The  case  of  Loomis  agt.  Higbie  (29  How.  Pr.  Bep,  232),  set- 
tled the  question  in  this  district,  that  a  statement  in  the 
notice  of  appeal  to  the  conntj  court,  "  that  the  judgment 
shoidd  have  been  for  a  less  amount  of  damages  against 
the  appellant,"  is  a  compliance  with  section  371  of  the 
Cbde,  so  far  as  it  requires  the  appellant  to  state  in  his  notice 
in  what  particukr  or  particulars  he  claims  the  judgment  of 
the  justice  shoxdd  have  been  more  f  ayorable  to  him.  In  the 
latter  case,  the  judgment  of  the  coxmtj  court  was  $100  less 
than  the  judgment  of  the  justice ;  but  the  repondent  had 
not  served  an  offer  to  allow  the  judgment  of  the  justice  to 
be  reduced  to  $50,  as  he  might  have  done,  and  he  was 
adjudged  liable  for  costs  in  the  county  court.  This  court 
also  held,  in  that  case,  that  the  respondent  may  make  his  offer 
to  allow  the  judgment  of  the  justice  to  be  corrected  in  any 
particular  complained  of  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  in  his  oton 
terms f  and  to  the  extent  he  may  deem  prudeni  or  just.  The 
respondent  in  this  case  had  that  right.  He  could  have 
served  an  offer  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be  reduced  to  $70, 
although  the  lowest  simi  the  appellant  claimed  in  his  notice 
of  appeal,  for  which  it  should  have  been  rendered,  was  $76. 
And  as  the  respondent  only  recovered  $70  in  the  county 
court,  and  he  had  only  offered  to  allow  the  judgment  of  the 
jostice  to  be  reduced  to  $75,  which  offer  was  not  accepted, 
he  must  pay  costs  in  the  county  court ;  for  the  reason  that 
the  Code  is, "  if  such  offer  be  made  and  not  accepted,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  appellate  court  be  more  favorable  to  the 
appellant  than  the  offer  of  the  respondent,  the  appellant 
shall  recover  costs.''  The  judgment  of  the  county  court  in 
the  case,  was  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than  the  offer 
of  the  respondent,  which  was  not  accepted.  The  appellant 
was,  therefore,  entitled  to  costs  in  the  county  court.  But  it 
is  said  the  respondent  is  entitled  to  costs,  because  he  offered 
to  allow  the  judgment  of  the  justice  to  be  reduced,  all  the 
appellant.claimed  in  his  notice  of  appeal,  it  should  have  been 
more  favorable  to  him ;  and  that  the  claim  in  the  notice  that 
the  judgment  of  the  justice  should  have  been  in  favor  of  the 


268  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 

Bead  agt.  Moore. 

appellant  and  not  for  the  respondent,  does  not  affect  the 
question.    I  am  of  the  opinion  there  are  two  conclnsiTe 
reasons  against  this  position.    The  first  is,  the  respondent 
conld  have  served  an  offer  to  allow  the  judgment  of  tho 
justice  to  be  reduced  to  a  less  sum  than  the  appellant 
claimed  in  his  notice  of  appeal  the  amount  should  have  been ; 
he  could  have  offered  to  allow  it  to  be  reduced  to  $70,  or  to 
any  less  sum.    The  second  is,  the  language  of  the  Code  is 
imperative,  that  if  the  offer  of  the  respondent  be  not  accepted 
and  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  be  more  favorable 
to  the  appellant  than  the  offer  of  the  respondent,  the  appel- 
lant shall  recover  costs."    The  alteration,*  made  by  the 
legislature  of  1866,  in  section  371  of  the  Code,  does  not 
affect  the  question  in  this  case,  for  the  judgment  of  the 
county  court  was  nineteen  dollars  less  than  the  judgment  of 
the  justice,  aside  from  costs.    And  I  will  add  that  I  am  sat- 
isfied, after  very  carefully  considering  the  question,  that  the 
respondent  must  be  responsible  for  the  offer  he  makes  to 
allow  the  judgment  of  the  justice  to  be  corrected,  withoat 
regard  to  the  extent  the  appellant  claims  in  his  notice  of 
appeal,  it  should  have  been  more  favorable  to  him  ;  and  that 
the  respondent's  right  to  costs  in  the  county  court  most 
depend  upon  the  fact  (if  his  offer  be  not  accepted),  whether 
the  judgment  of  that  court  be  more  favorable  to  the  appel- 
lant than  such  offer,  and  if  more  favorable  to  the  appellant 
than  the  respondents  offer,  he  will  be  entitled  to  costs,  other- 
wise he  will  be  Uable  to  the  respondent  for  costs.    I  am 
unable  to  see  how  any  other  construction  than  the  one  above 
mentioned,  can  be  put  upon  section  871  of  the  Code,  without 
disregarding  the  plain  language  of  one  paragraph  in  the 
section  (See  Loomia  agt.  Higbie^  supra). 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  order  of  the 
Broome  county  court,  awarding  costs  to  the  appellant  in 
that  court  should  be  affirmed,  with  $10  costs. 

Pabeer,  p.  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the 
Broome  county  court.  The  action  was  brought  in  a  justice's 
court,  when  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  for  $89  dam- 
ages, and  $3.88  costs.    The  defendant  appealed  to  the  said 
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comity  court,  and  in  his  notice  of  appeal,  after  stating  sev- 
eral grounds  of  error  affecting  the  entire  judgment,  he  states 
the  following  particulars  in  which  the  judgment  should  have 
been  more  favorable  to  him.  1st,  that  it  should  have  been 
for  only  $75  damages,  and  that  $14  should  be  deducted  from 
the  judgment.  2d,  that  it  should  have  been  for  only  $78.70 
damages,  and  that  $10.30  should  be  deducted  from  the  judg- 
ment. Within  fifteen  days  after  the  service  of  the  notice  of 
appeal,  the  plaintiff  served  an  offer  to  allow  the  damages  in 
the  judgment  to  be  reduced  from  $89  to  $75 ;  and  the  judg- 
ment to  be  corrected  accordingly.  The  defendant  did  not 
accept  the  offer,  and  the  case  went  to  trial  in  the  county 
court,  which  resulted  in  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $70. 
The  plaintiff  thereupon  made  up  his  costs  and  entered  up 
judgment  for  damages  and  costs,  and  then  gave  notice  of  a 
readjustment.  The  clerk  refused  to  allow  costs  to  the  plain- 
tiff, but  adjusted  the  defendant's  costs  at  $56.32.  Where- 
upon the  defendant  moved  the  county  court  to  set  aside  the 
judgment  entered  up  by  the  plaintiff,  and  to  set  off  the 
defendant's  costs  so  adjusted,  against  the  plaintiff's  dam- 
ages, and  allow  the  plaintiff  judgment  only  for  the  balance 
which  motion  was  granted,  and  this  appeal  is  from  the  order 
thereupon  made. 

The  simple  question  raised  on  the  appeal  is,  which  of 
these  parties,  xmder  section  371  of  the  Code,  is  entitled  to 
costs. 

That  section  provides,  that  the  appellant,  in  his  notice  of 
appeal,  shall  state,  "  in  what  particular  or  particulars  the 
judgment  should  have  been  more  favorable  to  him."  That 
the  respondent  may  serve  an  offer  '*  to  allow  the  judgment 
to  be  corrected  in  any  of  the  particidars  mentioned  in  the 
notice  of  appeal,"  and  that  the  appellant  may  file  an 
acceptance  of  such  offer.  It  then  goes  on  to  provide,  that 
*^  if  such  offer  be  not  made,  and  the  judgment  in  the  appel- 
late court  be  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than  the  judg- 
ment in  the  court  below ;  or,  if  sttch  offer  be  made  and  Tint 
accepted f  and  the  judgment  cf  the  appellate  court  be  more/avor- 
able  to  the  appellant  than  the  offer  of  the  respondent,  the  appelr 
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appellant  and  not  for  the  respondent,  does  not  affect  the 
question.  I  am  of  the  opinion  there  are  two  conclusive 
reasons  against  this  position.  The  first  is,  the  respondent 
could  have  served  an  offer  to  allow  the  judgment  of  tho 
justice  to  be  reduced  to  a  less  sum  than  the  appellant 
claimed  in  his  notice  of  appeal  the  amount  should  have  been ; 
he  could  have  offered  to  allow  it  to  be  reduced  to  $70,  or  to 
any  less  sum.  The  second  is,  the  language  of  the  Code  is 
imperative,  that  if  the  offer  of  the  respondent  be  not  accepted 
and  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  be  more  favorable 
to  the  appellant  than  the  offer  of  the  respondent,  the  appel- 
lant shaU  recover  costs."  The  alteration,^  made  bj  the 
legislature  of  1866,  in  section  371  of  the  Code,  does  not 
affect  the  question  in  this  case,  for  the  judgment  of  the 
county  court  was  nineteen  dollars  less  than  the  judgment  of 
the  justice,  aside  from  costs.  And  I  will  add  that  I  am  sat- 
isfied, after  very  carefully  considering  the  question,  that  the 
respondent  must  be  responsible  for  the  offer  he  makes  to 
allow  the  judgment  of  the  justice  to  be  corrected,  without 
regard  to  the  extent  the  appeUant  claims  in  his  notice  of 
appeal,  it  should  have  been  more  favorable  to  him  ;  and  that 
the  respondent's  right  to  costs  in  the  county  court  must 
depend  upon  the  fact  (if  his  offer  be  not  accepted),  whether 
the  judgment  of  that  court  be  more  favorable  to  the  appel- 
lant than  such  offer,  and  if  more  favorable  to  the  appellant 
than  the  respondents  offer,  he  will  be  entitled  to  costs^  other- 
wise he  will  be  liable  to  the  respondent  for  costs.  I  am 
unable  to  see  how  any  other  construction  than  the  one  above 
mentioned,  can  be  put  upon  section  371  of  the  Code,  without 
disregarding  the  plain  language  of  one  paragraph  in  the 
section  (See  Loomis  agt.  Highiey  supra). 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  order  of  the 
Broome  county  court,  awarding  costs  to  the  appellant  in 
that  court  should  be  affirmed,  with  $10  costs. 

Pabkeb,  p.  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the 
Broome  county  court.  The  action  was  brought  in  a  justice's 
court,  when  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  for  $89  dam- 
ages, and  $3.88  costs.    The  defendant  appealed  to  the  said 
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county  court,  aud  in  his  notice  of  appeal,  after  stating  sev- 
eral ^unds  of  error  affecting  the  enfce  j;dgment.  he  states 
Ibe  following  particulars  in  which  the  judgment  should  have 
been  more  favorable  to  him.  1st,  that  it  should  have  been 
for  only  $75  damages,  and  that  $14  should  be  deducted  from 
the  judgment.  2d,  that  it  should  have  been  for  only  $78.70 
damages,  and  that  $10.30  should  be  deducted  from  the  judg- 
ment. Within  fifteen  days  after  the  service  of  the  notice  of 
appeal,  the  plaintiff  served  an  offer  to  allow  the  damages  in 
the  judgment  to  be  reduced  from  $89  to  $75 ;  and  the  judg- 
ment to  be  corrected  accordingly.  The  defendant  did  not 
accept  the  offer,  and  the  case  went  to  trial  in  the  coimty 
court,  which  resulted  in  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $70. 
The  plaintiff  thereupon  made  up  his  costs  and  entered  up 
judgment  for  damages  and  costs,  and  then  gave  notice  of  a 
readjustment.  The  clerk  refused  to  allow  costs  to  the  plain- 
tiff, but  adjusted  the  defendant's  costs  at  $56.32.  Where- 
upon the  defendant  moved  the  county  court  to  set  aside  the 
judgment  entered  up  by  the  plaintiff,  and  to  set  off  the 
defendant's  costs  so  adjusted,  against  the  plaintiff's  dam- 
ages, and  allow  the  plaintiff  judgment  only  for  the  balance 
which  motion  was  granted,  and  this  appeal  is  from  the  order 
thereupon  made. 

The  simple  question  raised  on  the  appeal  is,  which  of 
these  parties,  under  section  371  of  the  Code,  is  entitled  to 
costs. 

That  section  provides,  that  the  appellant,  in  his  notice  of 
appeal,  shall  state,  "  in  what  particular  or  particulars  the 
judgment  should  have  been  more  favorable  to  him."  That 
the  respondent  may  serve  an  offer  "  to  allow  the  judgment 
to  be  corrected  in  any  of  the  particulars  mentioned  in  the 
notice  of  appeal,"  and  that  the  appellant  may  file  an 
acceptance  of  such  offer.  It  then  goes  on  to  provide,  that 
"  if  such  offer  be  not  made,  and  the  judgment  in  the  appel- 
late court  be  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than  the  judg- 
ment in  the  court  below ;  (yr,  if  svch  qffer  be  made  and  iiot 
accepted,  and  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  be  more  favor- 
dUe  to  the  appellant  than  the  offer  of  the  respofndeni,  the  appeJr 
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lofnJt  ahciU  recover  costs"  In  the  application  of  this  section  of 
the  Code  to  the  different  cases  coming  up  nnder  it,  questions 
have  arisen,  the  decision  of  which  has  shown  considerable 
conflict  of  opinion.  It  has  been  held  that  by  it,  the  appel« 
lant  is  required  to  specify  some  error  in  the  judgment  by 
which  it  is  made  too  large  or  too  small,  as  for  example,  a 
mistake  of  calculation,  or  an  item  erroneously  allowed  or 
disallowed,  or  some  other  error  of  fact  or  law,  which  has  led 
to  the  excess  or  deficiency  in  the  judgment  complained  oi. 
Such  is  the  view  of  the  court  in  Gray  agt.  Hannah,  (30  How. 
155).  Again,  it  has  been  held  with  a  somewhat  less  rigid 
requirement,  that  "to  conform  to  this  section  of  the  statute, 
it  should  be  claimed  unqualifiedly,  by  the  appellant  in  his 
notice  of  appeal,  that  the  judgment  should  be  reduced  to 
some  certain  amount,  or  corrected  in  some  other  respects, 
specified  in  the  notice,  as  the  case  may  require."  To  this 
effect  are  the  decisions  in  Forsyth  agt.  Ferguson,  (27  How, 
67) ;  Barnard  agt.  Pierce,  (28  How.  232),  and  Wallace  agt. 
Patterson,  (29  How.  170).  These  cases  proceed  (as  they 
must),  upon  the  idea  that  the  appellant  has  the  adyantago 
and  responsibility,  of  fixing  the  amount  to  which  the  judg- 
ment is  to  be  reduced  or  enlarged,  and  that  the  respondent 
can  only  adopt  such  amount  in  his  offer,  if  he  makes  one. 

On  the  other  hand  it  was  held  in  Fox  agt.  NeUis,  (25  How. 
144),  and  in  Loomis  agt.  Higbie,  (29  How.  232),  that  it  is  not 
incumbent  upon  the  appellant  to  point  out,  in  his  notice  of 
appeal,  any  specific  error  through  which  the  judgment  has 
been  made  too  large  or  too  small,  nor  to  fix  any  amount  to 
which  it  should  be  reduced ;  but  that  the  general  statement 
that  "  it  is  for  too  large  a  sum,"  or  that  "  it  should  have  been 
for  a  less  amount  of  damages,'*  is  a  sufficient  particular  to 
put  the  respondent  to  his  offer ;  and  this  view  is  concurred 
in,  in  Wynkoop  agt.  HaOmt,  (43  Barb.  266).  These  cases  do 
not  give  the  appellant  the  advantage  of  fixing  the  amount  to 
which  the  judgment  shall  be  reduced,  and  shut  up  the 
respondent  in  his  offer  to  such  amotmt. 

This  is  the  view  which  we,  in  this  district,  have  taken,  in 
the  cases  of  Loomis  agt.  Higbie,  and  Wynkoop  agt.  HaUbut^ 
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(supra),  and  I  still  think  such  view  is  the  only  one  which 
will  give  the  effect,  to  all  the  proTisions  of  the  section, 
intended  by  the  legislature. 

K  the  appellant  may  fix  the  amount,  and  the  respondent 
can  offer  only  in  accordance  with  it,  the  operation  of  the 
section  will  be,  as  shown  in  Loomis  agt.  Higbie,  to  enable  the 
appellant  to  pursue  the  litigation  through  the  appellate  court 
at  the  entire  expense  of  the  respondent,  for  he  has  only  to 
fix  the  amount  so  low,  at  six  cents  for  example,  as  to  require 
the  respondent  -virtually  to  give  up  his  judgment,  or  risk  no 
offer ;  or,  he  can  compel  him  to  sustain  his  judgment  for  the 
entire  amonnt,  less  any  Wfling  smn  which  the  appeUant  may 
choose  to  deduct  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  although  the 
respondent  may  see  that  it  must  be  reduced  beyond  that 
sum,  upon  the  trial  Manifestly  the  legislature  did  not 
intend  this,  but  did  intend,  in  the  language  of  the  court  in 
Fox  agt.  NeUis,  to  allow  "  each  to  become  an  actor  for  the 
correction  of  errors,  at  his  own  peril  of  future  expense,  in 
case  of  further  controversy."  In  accordance  with  this,  the  , 
appellant  indicates  in  his  notice  of  appeal,  that  he  insists  on 
a  reduction  of  the  judgment,  fixing  the  sum  or  not,  as  he 
chooses.  The  respondent  looks  over  his  case  and  makes  up 
his  mind  whether  he  can  sustain  his  judgment  for  its  entire 
amount,  and  if  he  thinks  not,  offers  to  reduce  it  to  a  sum  at 
which  he  is  willing  to  undertake  to  sustain  it.  If  the  appel- 
lant has  been  specific  in  his  notice,  and  limited  his  claim  to 
a  particular  amount,  the  respondent  is  not  thereby  so  lim- 
ited, but  may  offer  the  appellant  better  terms  than  he 
demands,  and  must  do  so  at  the  still  impending  peril  of 
costs ;  for,  though  he  offers  the  appellant  precisely  what,  and 
all  that,  he  has  claimed,  the  appellant  is  not  bound  to  accept 
the  offer ;  and  if  he  does  not,  the  respondent  must  keep  his 
judgment,  upon  the  trial,  up  to  the  offer  or  pay  costs.  In  the 
language  of  the  section,  "  if  such  offer  (the  only  offer  pro- 
Tided  for),  be  made  and  not  accepted,  and  the  judgment  of  the 
appellate  court  be  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than  the 
(ffer  of  the  responderU,  the  appellant  shall  recover  costs." 
When  we  are  brought  to  give  effect  to  this  provision,  we 
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cannot  but  feel  Tery  confident  that  the  legislature  did 
not  intend  to  conjGbae  the  respondent,  in  his  offer,  to  the  pre- 
cise claim  made  by  the  appellant,  else  it  would  not  have 
made  him  liable  for  costs,  if  the  offer  turned  out  to  be  a  less 
favorable  one  than  the  appellant,  as  shown  by  the  result, 
was  entitled  to.  They  must  have  intended,  in  view  of  this 
liability  thus  imposed  upon  him.  to  give  him  the  opportunity 
to  judge  for  himself  in  regard  to  the  amount  of  his  offer, 
and  to  determine  whether  the  appellant  has  required  of  him 
too  much  or  too  Uttle,  more  or  less,  than  upon  the  new  trial 
lie  can  show  should  be  allowed. 

From  this  view  of  the  whole  section,  I  conclude  that  the 
respondent  is  not  confined  in  his  offer  to  the  claim  of  the 
appellant,  even  if  that  is  specific  as  to  amount ;  and  this 
being  so^  that  it  would  be  useless,  and  should,  therefore,  not 
be  held  necessary  that  the  claim  should  be  specific  in  amount 

In  regard  to  the  question  before  us,  it  follows  from  the 
conclusion  above  stated,  that  inasmuch  as  the  offer  of  the 
plaintiff  was  not  accepted,  and  the  judgment  was  upon  the 
trial  made  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than  the  offer, 
the  appellant  was  entitled  to  recover  costs. 

The  motion  was,  therefore,  correctly  decided  by  the  county 
court,  and  its  order  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

So  decided. 


•  »• 


UNITED  STATES  DISTKICT  COUBT. 
Mabt  a.  Smith  agt.  Joseph  A.  Wilson. 

A  Court  of  AdmiraUy  hMjurisdicHofif  in  all  caaes  of  wrongs  complained  of  com- 
mitted on  the  high  seas,  or  within  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide,  where  an  action 
of  case^  or  trespass  on  the  case  might  be  maintained  for  snch  wrongs  in  a  court 
of  common  law  Jurisdiction. 

The  master  of  a  ^ip  or  vessd  stands,  towards  women  and  minors^  in  the  relatioii 
of  a  parentj  especially  so  when  they  are  unaccompanied  by  a  natural  guardian. 
And  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  he  stands  to  all  his  passengers  in  loco  parentis.  They 
«    are  entiUod  as  matter  of  right,  to  his  attention  and  protection. 

No  man  of  blunted  moral  sense,  or  of  low  inteUeotual  range,  or  who  does  not 
possess  a  nice,  delicate  sense  of  honor,  or  whose  experience  of  life  is  narrow 
and  meagre,  should  be  allowed  to  occupy  the  position  of  master  of  a  ship. 
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Where  the  master  of  a  oosst  steamer,  snffered  a  notorious  gambler— a  passenger 
on  his  vessel,  to  decoy  a  joong  man  of  eighteen  years  of  age,  also  a  passenger, 
into  playing  upon  a  "  sweat  cloth,*'  by  which  the  latter  lost  $750,  of  money 
belonging  to  his  widowed  mother ;  hdd,  that  the  master  was  liable,  in  admi- 
ralty, at  the  suit  of  the  mother  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  money  and  interest. 

Sovlhem  Distrid  of  Alahama.    In  Admiralty. 

B^are  Horu  Eichakd  Busteed,  K  S.  District  Judge. 

The  libellant  is  a  widow  woman,  residing  in  South  Caro- 
lina, and  the  respondent  is  the  master  of  the  Manhattan, 
one  of  the  line  of  steam  vessels  plying  between  Mobile  and 
New  Orleans,  for  the  carriage  of  passengers  and  freight.  On 
the  23d  of  Febmaiy,  1866,  the  plaintiff's  son,  a  minor, 
eighteen  years  of  age,  took  passage  on  board  of  this  ship  at 
Kew  Orleans,  where  he  had  been  to  receive  a  thousand  dol- 
lars of  his  mother's  money,  from  her  agents  at  that  place. 
He  got  these  funds,  and  was  returning  with  them  to  her.  In 
the  course  of  the  evening,  and  while  playing  a  game  of 
euchre,  for  pastime,  with  some  of  his  acquaintances,  a  man 
came  from  one  of  the  state  rooms,  having  with  him  some 
gambling  appliance,  known  to  the  fraternity  as  a  '^  sweat 
cloth,"  and  at  once  invited  these  young  persons  to  leave 
their  own  game  and  he  would  ''  show  them  something  more 
attractive,"  saying  that  he  had  been  given  a  considerable 
sum  of  money  to  distribute  among  those  who  made  good 
throws  with  the  dice  he  exhibited.  Almost  simultaneously 
with  this,  another  man,  who  is  proved  by  the  testimony  to 
have  been  a  confederate  of  the  owner  of  the  ''  sweat  cloth," 
came  from  the  same  state  room,  and  going  up  to  young 
Smith,  said :  '^  Let  us  see  him  out."  Smith  and  his  chal- 
lenger then  went  to  the  table  upon  which  the  "  sweat  cloth" 
was  spread,  and  began  playing  by  each  putting  down  a  dol- 
lar, and  both  losing.  This  continued  until  Smith,  greatly 
excited,  increased  his  stake  to  twenty  dollars  on  each  throw 
of  the  dice.  The  confederate  of  the  gambler,  meanwhile, 
had  ceased  to  play.  One  of  the  companions  of  Smith,  see- 
ing how  matters  were  going,  tried  to  induce  him  to  leave  off, 
but  the  gamblers  persuaded  him  to  continue,  upon  the  assu- 
rance that  he  could  propably  not  only  recover  his  losses,  but 

make  large  gains.    Under  this  stimulus  their.inexperienced 
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victiin  played  deeper  and  deeper,  until  seven  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars  of  his  widowed  mother's  money  was  secured  by 
the  thieves.  The  exhibitor  of  the  '^  sweat  oloth"  then  coolly 
rolled  up  the  gambling  apparatus,  and  went  with  it  and  the 
stolen  money  into  his  state  room. 

The  Manhattan  did  not  arrive  at  Mobile  until  after  12 
o'clock  the  next  day  (the  23th). 

There  is  a  conflict  of  testimony  upon  the  question  whether 
Captain  Wilson  was  present,  looking  on,  while  the  gamblers 
were  fleecing  young  Smith.  Whatever  the  truth  is  on  this 
point,  there  is  no  dispute  that  the  clerk  of  the  boat  was 
there  the  whole  time,  and  witnessed  the  operation.  The 
clerk,  himself,  admitted  this  on  the  trial,  and  it  was  testified 
to  by  a  witness  of  unimpeachable  veracity.  It  also  appears, 
by  the  testimony. of  both  the  clerk  and  the  captain,  that  the 
clerk  informed  Captain  Wilson  of  the  gambling  affair,  and 
the  extent  of  yoimg  Smith's  losses,  immediately  upon  the 
occurrence  of  those  events,  but  that  no  measures  were  taken 
to  compel  the  gamblers  to  make  restitution  of  their  booty. 
It  is  further  admitted  by  the  captain  and  the  clerk  that  the 
chief  gambler  was  known  to  them  both  as  a  gamester,  in  the 
habit  of  traveling  on  the  boat,  and  that  on  a  former  occasion 
the  captain  prevented  him  from  pursuing  his  abominable 
vocation. 

These  facts  are  undisputed,  and  upon  the  case  as  made 
and  the  law  applicable  to  it,  I  am  called  upon  to  adjudicate 
between  the  parties  litigant. 

An  objection,  in  limine,  ia  made  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.  It  is  contended,  by  the  counsel  for  the  respondent, 
tibat  the  remedy  of  the  plaintiff  is  by  an  action  in  a  court  of 
common  law  jurisdiction,  and  that  this  case  does  not  come 
within  the  definition  of  a  marine  tort,  cognizable  in  admi- 
ralty.  On  the  other  hand,  the  counsel  for  the  libellant  insists 
that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty  courts  of  the  United 
States  is  conferred  by  the  constitution,  and  does  not,  as  was 
argued,  depend  upon  the  regulations  of  commerce;  thafc 
where  an  action  on  the  case  may  be  maiatained  according  to 
the  course  of  the  common  law,  the  admiralty  court  has  also 
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jurisdiction,  if  the  cause  of  action  arose  upon  the  high  seas, 
or  within  the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide. 

The  authorities  cited  by  the  libellant's  counsel  appear  to 
settie  the  question  in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court 
I  haye  not  reached  this  conclusion  without  being  obUged  to 
OYercome  preconceived  opinions  tending  to  a  contrary  result. 
In  a  doubtful  case  I  am  anxious  not  to  find  jurisdiction,  pr^ 
f erring  to  tiiink  tiiat  where  it  is  not  plainly  granted,  or  to  bo 
fairly  impUed,  it  is,  for  wise  reasons,  expressly  witiiheld. 
But  upon  a  careful  examination  of  the  cases  cited,  and  the 
principles  upon  which  admiralty  jurisdiction  is  based,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  libellant  and  her  cause  of  action  are 
eoramjvdice. 

The  test  by  which  the  jurisdiction  of  tins  court  is  ascer- 
tained in  cases  like  the  present  is,  the  wrong  complained  of 
must  be  committed  on  the  high  seas,  or  within  the  ebb  and 
flow  of  the  tide,  and  be  of  such  a  description  that  an  action 
of  trespass  on  the  case  might  be  maintained  for  it  in  a  court 
of  common  law  jurisdiction.  That  great  lawyer.  Sir  WilUam 
^ott,  said  that  an  "  injury  done  on  the  high  seas  is  a  fit 
matter  for  redress  in  a  court  of  admiralty ;"  and  Doctor 
Qodolphin,  whom  Mr.  Justice  Stoby  quotes  approvingly, 
and  whom  he  describes  {Chamberlain  agt.  Chandlery  3 
Mason's  Reports)^  as  "  a  very  learned  admiralty  judge," 
declares  that  '^  affairs  relating  to  ship's  officers  or  mariners, 
their  office  and  duty,  their  offenses,  whether  by  willfulness, 
casualty,  ignorance,  negligence  or  insufficiency,  with  their 
punishments,"  are  proper  subjects  of  admiralty  jurisdiction. 

If  other  and  modem  authority  were  needed  on  this  point, 
it  may  be  found  in  the  case  of  The  Philadelphia^  Wilming-' 
ton  and  Baltimore  BaUroad  Company  agt.  The  PhUaddphia 
and  Havre  de  Ghrace  Towboal  Company,  reported  in  23d  JSotv- 
ardHs  Supreme  Court  Reports.  Mr.  Justice  Gbieb  {pp,  214, 
215)  says :  ''  The  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  admiralty  in  mat- 
ters of  contract  depends  upon  the  nature  and  character  of 
the  contract ;  but  in  torts,  it  depends  entirely  upon  locality. 
If  the  wrongs  be  committed  on  the  high  seas,  or  within  the 
ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide,  it  has  never  been  disputed  that 
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tibiey  come  within  the  jtuisdiction  of  that  coiirt.  Nor  is  the 
definition  of  the  term  *  torts,'  when  used  in  reference  to 
admiralty  jurisdiction,  confined  to  wrongs  or  injuries  com- 
mitted by  direct  force.  It  includes,  also,  wrongs  suffered  in 
consequence  of  the  negligence  or  malfeasance  of  others, 
where  the  remedy  at  common  law  is  by  an  action  on  the 
case." 

Having  disposed  of  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  I  will  now 
consider  the  case  on  its  merits.  It  is  a  case  of  much  inter- 
est and  importance.  It  concerns  all  that  portion  of  the 
community  who  travel  by  water,  and  involves  a  consideration 
of  the  character  of  ship  masters,  their  powers,  duties  and 
responsibiUties.  I  know  of  no  more  important  relationship 
to  society  than  that  of  the  commander  of  a  vessel  engaged 
in  the  carriage  of  passengers.  Chancellor  Kent  {vd.  3,  m., 
p,  159)  says :  "  He  ought  to  possess  moral  and  intellectual 
as  well  as  business  qualifications  of  the  first  order."  Cleirac, 
in  his  Jugemens  cTOleron  C.  /.,  says  that "  the  title  of  '  mas- 
ter of  a  ship '  implies  honor,  experience  and  morals." 

Volumes  might  be  written  in  amplification  of  these  tersely 
stated  premises,  without  adding  to  their  pith  and  aptness. 
They  are,  in  effect,  declarations  of  the  maritime  law,  that  no 
man  of  blunted  moral  sense,  or  of  low  intellectual  range,  or 
who  does  not  possess  a  nice,  delicate  sense  of  honor,  or 
whose  experience  of  life  is  narrow  and  meagre,  should  be 
allowed  to  occupy  the  position  of  master  of  a  ship.  His 
authority  at  sea  is  of  the  most  absolute  character — amount- 
ing almost  to  sovereignly.  He  can  exact  unquestioning 
obedience  from  aU  on  board,  and  make  even  his  caprices  the 
law  of  the  voyage.  Passengers  and  seamen. are  alike  sub- 
ject to  his  controL  He  may  suitably  pimish  a  refusal  of 
either  to  obey  the  reasonable  regulations  of  the  vessel,  or 
for  gross  behavior  while  on  board.  If  he  is  of  opinion  that 
the  good  order  or  safety  of  the  ship  requires  it,  he  may 
invade  the  privacy  of  a  state  room,  and  exclude  a  passenger 
from  the  cabin.  He  "  may  refuse  passage  to  persons  whose 
characters  are  doubtful,  or  dissolute,  or  suspicious  and  a 
fortiori,  whose  characters  are  unequivocally  bad."    He  has 
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the  right  to  inqtiire  into  the  intent  with  which  a  traveler 
seeks  a  passage,  and  "  to  act  upon  reasonable  presumption 
in  regard  to  him,"  as  for  instance :  ^'  If  a  known  or  suspected 
thief  were  to  come  on  board,"  he  would  be  authorized  to 
presume  his  intention  to  be  to  carry  out  his  criminal  designs 
against  the  property  of  others,  and  not  only  may,  but  might 
refuse  to  convey  him,  or  accept  all  the  liabilities  of  carrying 
him  {Jencks  agt.  Coleman^  Sumner'^s  Reports,  p.  222).  If 
then,  he  may  refuse  passage  to  persons  of  known  bad  char- 
acter, if  he  have  the  right  to  say  to  a  thief  "  I  will  not  allow 
you  on  board  of  my  ship,"  and  if  he  should  say  and  do  this 
in  regard  to  a  notorious  rogue,  what  should  he  do  when  he 
finds  out  that  a  common  gambler,  with  the  tools  of  his  avo- 
cation for  luggage,  is  among  his  passengers? 

The  enlightened  judgment  of  mankind  consents  to  stig- 
matize gambling  as  a  most  pernicious  vice.  Every  Christian 
code  denounces  it  as  a  crime,  and  punishes  it  as  such.  A 
common  gambler  is  a  common  nuisance.  Insensible  to 
honor,  deaf  to  pity,  and  bent  upon  plunder,  he  is  a  human 
cormorant,  more  detestable  than  the  bird  of  prey  itself ;  and 
if  it  is  within  the  power,  it  is  the  clear  duty  of  the 
managers  and  directors  of  public  conveyances  to  save  the 
traveling  community  from  contact  with  them. 

The  extensive  powers  with  which  the  master  of  a  vessel 
is  clothed,  are  not,  however,  to  be  used  except  in  furtherance 
of  the  objects  the  laws  have  in  view,  and  in  every  case 
responsibility  runs  parallel  with  privilege.  The  misuse  of 
autiiority  is  the  parent  of  accountableness,  and  it  is  a  propo- 
sition of  universal  application  in  the  affairs  of  civilized  life 
that  whenever  the  laws  invest  any  person  with  an  enlarged 
degree  of  power  over  his  fellows,  they  impose  a  correspond- 
ing obligation,  and  watch  with  a  jealous  eye  the  exercise  of 
discretionary  authority.  Hence  it  is  that  the  duties  of  a 
master  of  a  vessel  are  stated  with  great  precision  and  clear- 
ness in  the  books.  I  need  not  consider  here  what  his  duties 
are  to  the  owners  of  a  ship  or  to  the  officers  and  crew  of  his 
command.  None  of  these  are  involved  in  the  case  under 
consideration.     ''In  respect  to  passengers,"  says  Judge 
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Story  (Chamberlain  agt.  Chandler,  3  Mason's  Reports),  "  the 
oase  of  the  master  is  one  of  peculiar  responsibility  and  deli- 
oacy.  Their  contract  with  £m  is  not  for  mere  ship  room 
and  personal  existence  on  board.  It  is  a  stipulation  not  for 
toleration  merely,  but  for  respectful  treatment ;  for  that 
decency  of  demeanor  which  constitutes  the  charm  of  social 
life ;  for  that  attention  which  mitigates  eyil  without  reluct- 
ance ;  and  that  promptitude  which  administers  aid  to  dis- 
tress." 

Towaxds  women  and  minors,  the  master  of  a  ship  is  bound 
at  all  times  to  exercise  the  care  and  tenderness  of  a  paier 
famUiaSy  and  this  is  especially  his  duty  when  they  are  unac- 
companied by  a  natural  guardian.  The  fact  is  that,  in  the 
eye  of  the  law,  he  stands  to  all  his  passengers  m  loco  parentis. 
They  are  entitled  as  matter  of  right,  to  his  attention  and 
protection.  It  is  not  to  be  tolerated  that  a  person  of  imma- 
ture years,  or  a  female  passenger,  shall  be  beaten  or  robbed 
in  tiie  presence  of  the  ^ptain  or  one  of  his  officers,  and  he 
not  be  held  accountable  in  damages  to  the  father  or  hus- 
band? And  should  it  make  any  difference  in  his  legal  lia- 
bility, that  though  not  present  at  the  perpetration  of  the 
crime,  he  takes  no  means  to  pimish  the  assaidter,  or  make 
the  thief  disgorge,  on  being  reliably  informed  of  the  com- 
mission of  the  offense  ?  Does  he  not,  in  effect,  consent  to 
the  outrage,  if  he  does  not  use  the  means  within  his  lawful 
reach,  and  promptly,  so  far  as  those  means  extend,  to  redress 
the  grievance  ?  Judge  Ware,  in  Plummer  agt.  Webb  et  oL 
( Ware's  JR.),  on  this  point,  says :  "  He  (the  master)  is 
intrusted  by  the  law  with  the  supreme  power  on  board  of 
his  ship,  and  what  is  done  by  his  permission  must  be  con- 
considered  as  done  by  his  authority."  And  in  the  case 
before  me,  if  a  generous  construction  of  Captain  Wilson's 
omission  takes  from  it  any  coUusiye  aspect,  can  justice  or 
law  require  less  than  liability  for  the  results  of  his  negli- 
gence ?  Shall  he  go  free,  if  he  make  no  attempt  to  discharge 
a  plain  duty,  the  performance  of  which  might,  and  in  all 
probability  would  have  corrected  the  evil,  while  yet  the 
wrong  doer  was  legaDy  subject  to  his  control  ? 
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A  decree  will  be  entered  that  the  libellant,  Mary  A.  Smith, 
recover  from  the  respondent,  Joseph  A.  Wilson,  the  sum  of 
seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  with  lawful  interest  thereon 
from  the  22d  day  of  February,  1866,  together  with  costs. 


•  »» 


COUBT  OF  APPEALS.  ' 

William  S.  Bogebs,  and  wife,  respondents,  agt.  John  W. 
McLean,  and  others,  in  the  mailer  </  the  petition  qf  Joseph 
BiCHABDSON,  appellants. 

Hie  ffeneral  term  of  ihe  snpreme  court,  have  the  power,  on  appeal^  in  an  action 
ft>r  pe^Uorij  to  order  the  amendment  qf  Ihe  partitian  of  a  committee  or  guard- 
ian of  a  non-resident  infknt  lunatic  defendant,  sworn  to  in  another  state,  and 
presented  here  for  the  purpose  of  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  Hlem  in 
the  action,  to  the  effect  that  such  in&nt  lunatic  ward,  was  at  the  time  of  yerify- 
ing  his  original  petition,  residing  with  the  conmiittee,  the  petitioner,  or  under 
his  charge  or  custody. 

Also,  ordering  the  amendment  of  the  Jurat  or  certificate  of  the  judge  attached 
thereto,  stating  the  place  where  suc^  petition  was  verifled,  and  the  affidavit 
tsken ;  and,  also,  an  amendment  of  the  certificate  of  the  derk,  so  that  it  shall, 
in  addition  to  its  present  contents,  certify  to  the  existence  of  the  court,  and  the 
genuineness  of  the  signature  of  the  Judge,  which  amendments  when  made, 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  made  and  filed  nunc  pro  tunc. 

The  oommittte  or  guardian,  residing  out  of  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court,  properly 
apphed  by  petition  for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem,  residing  within 
its  jurisdiction. 

June  Term,  1866. 

This  action  was  commenced  for  the  pnrpose  of  effecting  a 
partition  and  sale  of  a  certain  honse  and  lot,  whereof  Sam- 
nel  S.  Engle  died  seized,  situated  in  the  city  of  New  York. 
At  the  sale  of  said  premises,  pursuant  to  the  judgment  of 
the  supreme  court,  they  were  struck  off  to  the  petitioner, 
Joseph  Bichardson,  for  the  sum  of  eighty  thousand  two  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dollars  ($80,250),  he  being  the  highest  bidder 
therefor.  The  said  purchaser  objected  to  the  completion  of 
his  purchase  on  various  grounds,  and  declined  to  complete 
the  same. 

Subsequently,  he  presented  his  petition  to  the  supreme 
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coTirt,  praying  that  he  might  be  discharged  from  such  pur- 
chase money,  and  that  the  ten  per  cent  paid  at  the  time  of 
the  sale  by  him,  might  be  returned  to  him  with  interest,  and 
that  the  costs  and  expenses  to  which  he  had  been  subjected 
by  reason  of  said  purchase,  might  be  refunded  to  him.  Said 
application  coming  on  to  be  heard  at  a  special  term  of  the 
supreme  court,  held  in  the  city  of  New  York  on  the  12th  day 
of  March,  1860,  the  prayer  of  the  petitioner  was  granted,  and 
the  petitioner  was  discharged  from  his  purchase. 

On  appeal  to  the  general  term  the  order  was  reversed, 
and  it  was  ordered  that  the  petitioner  be  required  to  com- 
plete his  purchase,  provided  that  the  plaintiff,  within  ioitj 
days  after  the  entry  and  notice  of  that  order,  should  pro- 
cure and  file  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  an  amendment  to 
the  petition  of  William  J.  Mount  to  the  effect  that  Samuel 
Mitchell,  his  infant  or  lunatic  ward,  was  at  the  time  of  veri- 
fymg  his  original  petition,  residing  with  him  or  under  his 
charge  or  custody,  and  an  amendment  of  the  jurat  or  certif- 
icate of  the  judge  attached  thereto,  stating  the  place  where 
said  petition  was  verified,  and  the  affidavit  taken,  and  an 
•amendment  of  the  certificate  of  the  clerk,  so  that  it  shall,  in 
.addition  to  its  present  contents,  certify  to  the  existence  of 
ihe  court  and  the  genuineness  of  the  signature  of  the  judge, 
which  amendments,  when  made,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  made 
and  filed  nunc  pro  tunc.  If  not  so  made  and  filed,  as  afore- 
said, then  the  order  of  the  special  term  was  to  be  affirmed, 
except  in  some  imimportant  particulars  as  to  costs.  The 
petitioner  has  appealed  from  this  order. 

Geo.  T.  Strong, /or  appellants. 
Benj.  L.  BiLLiNas,/or  respondent, 

Davies,  Ch.  J.  In  consideration  of  this  appeal,  we  are  to 
assume  tiiat  these  amendments  have  been  made,  as  directed 
by  the  order  of  the  general  term,  and  to  regard  the  proceed- 
ings in  determining  their  legal  effect  as  amended  accord- 
ingly. 

The  main  objection  to  the  title,  as  urged  in  the  supreme 
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court  and  insisted  on  here,  is  tha^  Samuel  Mitchell,  who  was 
seized  of  one  undivided  twentieth  part  of  said  premises,  had 
not  been  made  a  party  properly  to  said  partition  suit ;  and 
that,  therefore,  the  purchaser  at  said  sale,  had  not  acquired 
his  interest  therein.  The  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the 
action  was  filed  on  the  11th  day  of  November,  1854  It 
appeared  from  the  proceedings  in  the  action,  that  on  the  4th 
day  of  January,  1855,  there  was  presented  to  the  supreme 
court,  at  a  special  term  thereof,  a  petition  of  William  J. 
Mount,  entitled  in  said  suit,  setting  forth  that  the  petitioner 
was  guardian  of  Samuel  Mitchell,  an  infant  idiot,  about 
twenty  years  of  age.  That  an  action  had  been  commenced 
iathe  supreme  court  of  this  state  for  a  partition  of  the  prem- 
ises in  question.  But  that  as  the  petitioner's  said  ward  was 
an  infant  Itmatic,  as  above  set  forth,  the  petitioner  prayed 
that  S.  B.  H.  Judah,  of  the  cifcy  of  New  York,  counsellor  at 
law,  might  be  the  guardian  of  the  petitioner's  ward  in  the 
defense  of  said  suit,  according  to  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided. 

This  petition  was  dated  December  1, 1854,  and  sworn  to 
in  Ohio,  before  the  judge  of  the  probate  court  of  Warren 
county,  in  said  state,  on  the  19th  day  of  December,  1854,  by 
the  said  Mount,  and  to  which  was  annexed  a  consent  signed 
by  said  Judah,  consenting  to  become  the  guardian  ad  litem 
of  the  said  Mitchell  in  that  suit.  At  a  special  term  of  the 
supreme  court,  held  on  the  4th  day  of  January,  1855,  an 
order  was  made  and  duly  entered,  reciting  tliat  on  reading 
and  filing  the  petition  of  Samuel  Mitchell,  idiot,  showing  that 
said  defendant  was  an  infant,  and  thereby  appointing  said 
Judah  guardian  ad  litem  of  said  infant  defendant  on  giving 
the  security  as  therein  provided. 

Mr.  Judah  put  in  an  answer  for  Samuel  Mitchell,  an  infant 
idiot,  submitting  his  rights  and  interests  to  the  protection  of 
the  court,  which  was  duly  verified  on  the  6th  day  of  Janu- 
ary, 1355,  and  was  filed  March  12, 1860,  as  of  the  7th  of 
April,  1859.  The  cause  was  brought  to  a  hearing  on  the  7th 
of  October,  1859,  and  the  usual  judgment  of  partition  and 
sale  entered. 
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And  in  said  judgment  ii^  was  ordered  that  the  referee 
charged  with  the  sale  of  said  premises  should  pay  unto  the 
chamberlain  of  the  city  of  New  York,  the  part  or  share 
which  of  right  belongs  to  the  said  Samuel  Mitchell,  who  it 
was  therein  declared  is  an  idiot,  being  the  one-twentieth 
part  of  the  net  proceeds  of  said  house  and  lot,  there  to  abide 
the  further  order  of  said  court. 

The  court  have,  undoubtedly,  the  power  to  make  the 
amendments  ordered  at  the  general  term,  and  as  already 
observed  in  the  discussion  upon  this  appeal,  the  proceedings 
are  to  be  deemed  amended  in  accordance  with  the  order. 

The  power  of  the  court  in  a  partition  suit,  to  order  the 
proceedings  to  be  amended,  was  fully  considered  by  this 
court,  in  Groghan  agt.  Livingston  (17  N,  Y.  218).  That 
was  an  appeal  from  an  order  made  in  the  supren^e  court,  in 
an  action  for  partition,  compelling  the  appeUants,  who  had 
jointly  purchased  a  part  of  the  property  at  the  sale,  to  com- 
plete their  purchase.  One  of  the  defendants  in  the  action 
being  an  infant  more  than  fourteen  years  of  age,  Schuyler 
Liyingston,  her  father,  was  upon  her  petition  appointed  her 
guardian  ad  litem,  by  an  order  entered  October  2, 1856.  He 
appeared  and  put  in  the  usual  general  answer  of  an  infant. 
A  judgment  was  entered  directing  the  sale  of  the  real  estate 
described  in  the  complaint.  The  appellants  became  the  pur- 
chasers, and  refused  to  complete  their  purchase.  Their 
objection  to  the  title  was,  that  Schuyler  Livingston  had 
never  filed  any  bond  as  guardian. 

After  the  appellants  refused  to  complete  their  purchase, 
Mr.  Livingston  executed  a  bond,  which  was  didy  approved 
as  to  its  form  and  sufficiency  of  sureties.  Upon  filing  an 
affidavit,  proving  that  the  omission  to  execute  the  bond  in 
due  season,  was  unintentional,  and  resulted  from  the  neglect 
of  the  clerk  of  the  attorney,  an  order  was  made  by  the  court 
at  special  term,  directing  the  bond  to  be  filed  nunc  pro  tunc, 
as  of  the  2d  of  October,  1856,  the  date  of  the  order  appoint- 
ing the  guardian,  and  to  have  the  same  effect  as  if  it  had 
been  filed  on  that  day.  The  plaintiff,  upon  these  facts, 
applied  for  an  order  requiring  the  purchasers  to  complete 
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their  purchase,  and  such  an  order  was  made  at  special 
term. 

On  appeal  to  the  general  term  the  order  was  a£Brmed,  with 
some  modificaticMis  not  needful  to  mention  (25  Barb.  336). 

On  appeal  to  this  court  the  order  of  the  general  term  was 
aflBrmei  As  the  prmcipal  points  reUed  upon  by  the  coon- 
8el  for  the  appellant,  in  this  appeal,  for  his  discharge  from 
his  purchase,  were  considered  and  disposed  of  at  that  time, 
it  can  hardly  be  necessary  to  rediscuss  or  reconsider  them. 

It  was  held  and  decided  that  the  court  of  chancery  had 
original  jurisdiction  of  an  action  for  partition,  without  the  aid 
of  the  statute.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  boimd  in  his  bill 
to  notice  the  fact  that  the  defendants,  some  or  all  of  them, 
were  infants,  but  he  might  frame  his  bill  and  issue  his  sub- 
poena as  if  they  were  all  adults. 

After  they  were  brought  in  upon  process,  it  was  necessary, 
both  at  law  and  in  equity,  that  guardians  should  be 
appointed  for  infant  defendants,  but  that  no  case  could  be 
found  holding  that  a  judgment  or  decree,  when  they  appeared 
by  attorney,  woxdd  be  void. 

It  is  to  be  recollected  that  in  this  case  the  infant  defend- 
ant Mitchell,  appeared  by  his  attorney,  who  was  also  duly 
appointed  his  guardian  ad  litem,  and  regarding  him  only  as 
an  infant,  it  is  difficult  to  see  what  irregularity  there  was  in 
such  appearance,  even  if  no  guardian  had  been  appointed, 
the  want  of  such  appointment  did  not  deprive  the  court  of 
jurisdiction  even  at  common  law. 

That  in  equity  the  infant  became  the  ward  of  the  court 
upon  the  service  of  the  process  upon  him,  and  the  guardian 
ad  litem,  was  but  the  agent  of  the  court  to  attend  to  its 
interests  during  the  litigation ;  and  it  was  said,  ''if  the  fail- 
ure to  appoint  a  guardian  at  all  did  not  render  the  proceed- 
ings void,  for  a  much  stronger  reason  the  failure  of  the  guard- 
ian when  appointed,  to  comply  with  all  the  requirements  of 
the  statute,  woidd  not  deprive  the  court  of  jurisdiction,  and 
render  the  proceedings  void." 

Secondly.  It  was  held  that  the  statute  did  not  change  this 
rule  in  regard  to  actions  for  partition,  and  that  the  utmost 
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that  could  be  claimed  on  the  assumption  that  no  guardian 
ad  litem  had  been  appointed,  was  that  the  proceedings  were 
irregular  merely,  and  not  void. 

Thirdly.  It  was  assumed  there  that  the  proceedings  were 
not  void,  and  that  no  good  reason  existed  why  the  court  had 
not  the  power  to  order  them  amended. 

Aside  from  the  Code,  the  power  of  the  court  of  chancery 
was  adequate  to  order  such  an  amendment.  It  was  said 
that  even  if  the  infant  had  not  been  made  a  party  at  all,  and 
the  defect  had  been  discovered  immediately  after  the  sale, 
there  was  no  reason  why  the  court  might  not  have  directed 
her  to  be  brought  in  by  supplemental  complaint,  and  after 
the  appointment  of  a  guardian  ;  if  it  appeared  best  for  the 
infant,  the  court,  by  the  consent  of  the  guardian,  might  have 
made  an  order  directing  the  judgment  to  stand  good  as 
against  her,  and  aUowing  her  to  receive  the  benefite  of  the 
sale. 

This  in  substance  has  been  done  in  the  present  action,  and 
the  proceeds  of  the  share  of  the  infant's  interest  in  the  prem- 
ises sold,  have  been  brought  into  court,  and  now  remain 
there  subject  to  its  order  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant. 

The  circumstance  that  one  of  the  parties  interested  in  this 
estate  was  an  infant,  lunatic  or  idiot,  could  not  deprive  the 
other  parties  interested  therein  of  their  rights  to  a  partition 
and  sale  of  the  real  estate  so  held  in  common  by  them,  nor 
the  court  of  its  jurisdiction. 

Before  the  share  or  interest  of  the  infant  lunatic  or  idiot, 
could  be  disposed  of,  and  his  title  there  vested  in  a  pur- 
shaser,  he  must  in  some  proper  form  have  been  brought 
before  the  court,  and  his  rights  passed  upon  and  protected. 
It  is  seen  that  this  has  been  done,  and  if  there  was  any 
irregularity  in  the  manner  of  doing  it  originally,  that  irreg- 
ularity has  been  cured  by  the  subsequent  amendment  which 
the  court  have  clearly  the  power  to  make,  under  the  author- 
ity of  Ghvghan  agt.  Livingston  {supra). 

If  Mitchell  had  been  therefore  solely  an  infant,  it  cannot 
be  insisted,  in  the  face  of  this  decision,  that  the  proceedings 
as  to  him,  have  not  been  regular,  and  that  the  purchaser  by 
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this  sale  has  not  acquired  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest  of, 
in,  and  to  the  property  in  question. 

But  if  he  was  an  idiot,  or  lunatic  then,  he  was  a  non-resi- 
dent idiot  or  lunatic,  and  the  proper  course  was  pursued  in 
appointing  a  guardian  ad  litem,  to  appear  for  him  upon  the 
petition  of  his  guardian  or  committee  residing  in  the  state 
of  Ohio. 

By  his  petition  amended  it  appears,  that  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  this  action,  Mitchell  was  an  infant  of 
about  twenty  years  of  age.  Properly,  therefore,  the  guard- 
ian ad  liteniy  should  have  been  appointed  upon  his  petition : 
but  the  additional  fact  appears  that  he  was  an  idiot  or  lunatic. 
He  could  perform  no  act,  therefore,  in  reference  to  his 
appearance  in  the  action.  It  would  have  been  absurd  for 
him  to  have  presented  his  own  petition  to  the  court  for  the 
appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem. 

It  further  appears  from  the  petition  that  William  J.  Mount, 
residing  in  the  state  of  Ohio,  was  the  guardian  of  said  Mitcli- 
ell,  and  at  the  commencement  of  this  action  said  Mitchell 
was  in  the  care,  charge,  custody  and  control  of  said 
Mount,  and  said  Mount,  therefore,  prayed  that  Mr.  Judah 
might  be  appointed  guardian  ad  litem,  to  protect  the  rights 
and  interests  of  said  infant  idiot  or  lunatic  in  this  action. 

He  was  accordingly  appointed,  and  if  the  court  had  the 
power,  on  the  application  of  Mount,  to  appoint  such  guard- 
ian, there  is  an  end  to  any  further  doubts  as  to  the  right  of 
Mitchell,  in  the  property  in  question,  haying  passed  to  the 
appellant  by  the  proceedings  in  partition  and  sale  in  this 
action. 

1.  A  voluntary  appearance  of  a  defendant  is  equiyalent  to 
personal  service  of  the  summons  upon  him  (§  39  of  the  Code). 
It  was  not  essential,  therefore,  that  a  summons  should  have 
been  personally,  or  by  publication,  served  upon  either  the 
idotic  or  lunatic,  or  upon  his  guardian  or  conmxittee,  or  per- 
sons having  him  in  charge.  11  an  idiot  or  lunatic  is  made  a 
party  defendant  to  an  action,  he  must  appear  and  defend  by 
the  committee  of  his  estate,  if  one  has  been  appointed  (1  Barb. 
CJl  p.  p.  86),  and  in  cases  where  there  is  a  committee,  he 
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generally  applied  by  motion  or  petition,  to  be  appointed 
guardian  to  answer  and  defend  the  suit,  which  is  ordered  of 
course  (Id). 

The  committee  or  guardian  in  this  instance,  residing  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  properly  applied  by  petition 
for  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem,  residing  within 
its  jurisdiction,  and  an  officer  of  the  court. 

The  accustomed  and  well  settied  practice  was  pursued  in 
the  appointment  of  the  guardian  ad  litem  in  the  present  case, 
and  the  proceedings  in  the  partition  suit  have,  in  my  judg- 
ment, been  entirely  regular,  and  there  is  no  allegation  or 
ground  to  infer  that  the  interests  of  the  defendant,  Mitchell, 
whether  we  regard  him  as  an  infant  or  idiot,  or  all  combined, 
have  not  been  fully  protected  and  carefully  guarded.  I  am 
for  affirming  the  order  appealed  from,  with  costs,  to  be  paid 
by  appellant. 


•  ♦• 


STJPEEME  COURT. 

liiDMUND  J.  Genet  agt.  Gebabd  B.  Beeehak,  and  others. 

It  is  only  in  cases  whore  »  dear  surplus  will  exist,  after  a  resonable  sum  has  been 
appropriated  to  the  support  cf  the  person  for  whose  ben^  a  trust  Jias  been 
created,  that  coorts  of  equity  are  authorized  to  interfere  in  behalf  of  jtid^vn^n^ 
creditors,  and  divert  a  portion  of  the  income  or  annuity  so  dedicated,  to  iho 
payment  of  the  debts  qfsw^person, 

« 

New  York  General  Term,  March,  1866. 
Before  Ingbahah,  P.  J.,  Leonard  and  Babnabd,  Justices. 
Appeal  by  plaintiff,  from  a  judgment  entered  at  special 
term  for  defendant,  on  a  report  of  a  referee. 

Geo.  C.  GENET,/or  appellant. 

A.  THOMPSON,/or  respondents. 

By  the  court,  Leonard.  J.  It  is  sought  by  this  action  to 
reach  some  portion  of  the  income  of  a  trust  estate  in  behalf 
of  a  judgment  creditor;  the  trust  having  been  created  under 
the  will  of  a  father  for  the  support  of  his  son,  the  defendant 
in  the  judgment. 
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The  referee  has  found  the  net  income  of  the  trust  to  be 
about  $1,100,  and  that  the  sum  of  $1,200  is  a  reasonable  sum 
for  the  support  of  the  debtor,  having  just  regard  to  his  situ- 
ation in  life,  and  to  maintaining  the  condition  in  which  he 
was  left  by  his  father. 

The  referee  was  authorized  to  take  those  circumstances 
into  consideration  in  arriving  at  his  conclusion.  (StUick  agt. 
Mason,  2  Barb.  Oh.  B.  79 ;  Clute  agt.  Bod,  8  Paige  86-7.) 

The  plaintiff  complains  that  the  debtor  keeps  house,  and 
supports  an  old  female  servant  of  his  father. 

I  am  unable  to  perceive  that  this  circumstance  affords  suf- 
ficient ground  for  diverting  any  part  of  the  income  in  favor 
of  a  creditor. 

It  may  have  been  within  the  very  intent  of  the  father  that 
his  son  should  keep  house  and  maintain  the  servant.  While 
the  law  sanctions  trusts  of  the  nature  and  objects  of  the  one 
under  consideration,  it  would  be  unwarrantable  for  courts  to 
hold  too  severe  and  strict  a  rule  upon  the  expenditures  of  the 
cestui  que  trust  It  is  true  that  no  person  is  to  be  encour- 
aged by  courts  in  incurring  debts,  indulging  expensive  hab- 
its, and  setting  just  creditors  at  defiance.  At  the  same  time, 
it  is  well  for  creditors  not  to  give  credit  to  persons  who  have 
no  estate  of  their  own,  and  engaged  in  no  pursuit  of  indus- 
try whereby  any  means  is  to  be  earned.  The  debt  of  the 
plaintiff  was  incurred  before  the  trust  in  favor  of  the  debtor 
was  created,  and  the  existence  of  that  debt,  with  others, 
probably  induced  its  provisions. 

It  is  only  in  cases  where  a  clear  surplus  will  exist,  after  a 
reasonable  sum  has  been  appropriated  to  the  support  of  the 
person  for  whose  benefit  the  trust  was  created,  that  courts  of 
equity  are  authorized  to  interfere  in  behalf  of  judgment  cred- 
itors, and  divert  a  portion  of  the  income  or  annuity,  so  ded- 
icated to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  such  person.  No  such 
case  is  now  presented. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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UNITED  STATES  SUPREME  COURT. 
The  City  op  Utica  agt.  G.  Clarence  Churchill  and  othezs. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  of  appeak  in  this  case  (repor- 
ted 33  N.  Y.  jB.  161),  declaring  that  the  shares  of  stockhold- 
ers in  the  National  Banks,  organized  under  the  act  of  con- 
gress of  June  3d,  1864,  are  Hable  to  unconditional  state  tax- 
ation, is  reversed  by  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  Uiiited  States,  on  the  ground  that  the  statute 
of  the  state  of  New  York,  passed  March  9, 1865,  authorizes 
a  tax  upon  the  stockholders  in  National  Banks,  cU  a  greater 
rtxte  than  upon  shares  in  state  hanks.  (This  decision  makes 
good  law  of  the  spedol  term  case  of  The  People  ex  rd.  Linocln 
agt.  TJie  Assessors  cf  the  Tovm  of  Barton^  29  How.  Pr.  JR.  371, 
Parker,  J). 

The  United  States  court  also  hddy  that  it  was  competent 
for  the  state  to  tax  shares  in  National  Banks,  although  the 
capital  stock  was  inyested  in  government  securities. 

Chief  Justice  Chase,  and  Justices  Wayne  and  Swayne^ 
diasentiTUf. 
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SUPREME  COUET. 

In  the  matter  qf  Ja^ses  De  Vaucene. 
In  the  matter  of  John  H.  Ketchum. 

Excise  Law.  The  "  act  to  regulate  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  within  the 
metropolitan  police  district,  of  the  state  of  New  York,"  passed  April  14,  1866,  is 
not  unconstUuUonal,  as  being  in  yiolation  of  section  16  article  3,  of  the  consti- 
tution of  this  state,  which  provides  that  no  private  or  local  bill  which  may  bo 
passed  by  the  legislature,  shall  embrace  more  than  one  subject,  and  that  shall 
be  expressed  in  the  title. 

If  it  be  conceded  that  the  act  is  a  local  one,  it  is  nevertheless  valid,  for  it  docs  not 
embrace  more  than  (me  «u6/ee/— the  regulation  of  the  use  of  ardent  and  spiiit- 
uous  hqnors,  wines,  ale  or  beer,  mentioned  therein. 

It  is  settled  law,  that  it  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to  regulate  the  sale  and 
disposition  of  liquors.  Such  is  the  effect  of  the  provisions  of  this  act.  There- 
fore the  third  section  of  the  act  is  not  unconstitutional,  as  tending  to  divest  the 
owner  of  his  property  without  due  compensation. 

It  is  well  settled,  that  a  Law  iwoaJlid  in  etjme  qf  its  provisions,  may  nevertheless, 
be  valid,  and  enforced  as  to  the  residue. 

Where  the  question  raised  under  this  act  is,  whether  the  sale  by  a  person  of  ard- 
ent and  spirituous  liquors  mentioned  thereio,  without  a  license  granted  by  the 
board  of  excise,  subjects  him  to  arrest  and  imprisonment,  upon  the  complaint 
made  against  him  ?  the  court  must  decide  that  such  sale  is  iu  express  terms  pro- 
hibited by  the  act,  and  is  declared  to  be  an  offence  punishable  by  fine  or  impris- 
ounent  or  both.  The  act  constitutes  this  a  distinct  and  separate  offence,  hav- 
ing no  connection  with  any  other. 

Kings  General  Term^  July,  1866. 
Before  Lott,  Scruqham  and  Gilbert,  Justices, 
Wbits  op  habeas  coppus,  in  each  of  these  cases.  In  the 
first  case,  In  the  matter  qf  De  Vaticene,  the  writ  was  issued  by 
Judge  Lott  ;  and  in  the  other  case,  matter  qf  Ketchum,  the 
writ  was  issued  by  Judge  Gilbert,  to  discharge  the  defend- 
ants from  arrest  for  selling  spirituous  liquors  without  licenses, 
in  violation  of  the  excise  law  of  April  14, 1866.  As  these  cases 
may  be  considered  the  pioneer  cases,  which  involve  the  con- 
stitutional construction  of  this  act,  the  points  and  arguments 
of  counsel  are  given  very  fully. 

Henbt  "W.  Moore, /or  defewdanis. 

These  matters  came  up  on  two  distinct  writs  of  habeas 
corpus,  one  of  which  was  issued  by  Judge  Lott,  and  the 
Vol.  XXXL  19 
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other  by  Justice  Gilbert,  the  former  in  the  case  of  De 
Vaucene,  and  the  latter  in  the  case  of  Ketchum.  The  lav 
and  the  proceedings  which  have  been  taken  under  it,  the 
arrests,  and  the  suits  which  had  grown  out  of  it,  were  mat- 
ters that  caused  a  great  deal  of  public  comment,  and  to  some 
extent  of  public  excitement.  It  had  been  deemed  advisable 
by  some  persons  engaged  in  the  liquor  traflSic  in  this  city, 
that  there  should  be  a  decision  upon  the  questions  involved 
in  this  law  by  some  justice,  or  by  some  court,  whose  decis- 
ions would  have  the  weight  of  authority,  something  by  which 
those  who  were  engaged  in  the  business  itself,  as  well  as 
those  public  officers  whose  duty  it  was  to  enforce  the  law, 
might  be  governed  and  guided.  And  it  was  with  a  view  of 
getting  that  decision  that  his  cUents  had  retained  him  to 
argue  this  matter  in  their  behalf.  Their  honors  well  knew 
from  the  accounts  that  had  been  published  within  the  last 
few  days  that  the  law  had  been  discussed  at  length  and  with 
great  ability  before  several  judges  in  New  York  city,  by  very 
distinmiished  counsel,  especially  in  one  case,  which  seemed 
to  hir^to  cover  every  poi^t  in  ihich  the  argument  against 
the  law  had  been  made,  by  Mr.  Brady.  So  much  had  been 
said  by  these  gentlemen,  their  arguments  had  been  so  full 
and  exhaustive  upon  the  matter,  that  much  that  was  new 
could  not  now  be  advanced.  He  would,  however,  take  the 
Uberty  of  stating  a  few  ideas  that  had  suggested  themselves 
to  him  on  the  subject,  but  he  would  say  beforehand,  that  the 
points  he  intended  were  those  which  were  made  by  Mr. 
Brady  in  the  case  before  Recorder  Hackett.  He  (Mr. 
Brady)  had  argued  the  case  upon  demurrers  to  indictments, 
embracing  every  offence  under  that  law.  The  points  of  Mr. 
Brady  were  so  elaborate  and  complete  that  he  would  sub- 
mit them  as  soon  as  he  concluded,  on  behalf  of  the  relators 
in  this  case. 

The  first  objection  to  the  law,  and  it  had  been  confirmed 
by  Recorder  Hackett,  was  that  the  act  is  invalid  for  want 
of  a  proper  title  not  being  in  accordance  with  section  16  of 
article  3d  of  the  constitution,  which  provides  that  no  local 
bill  shall  embrace  more  than  one  subject,  and  that  it  shall 
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be  expressed  in  the  title.  This  bill  embraced  a  yariety  of 
sabjects — ^it  not  only  pretended  to  regulate  the  sale  of  intox- 
icating drinks,  but  it  established  offences  and  punished  them 
by  fines,  and  regulated  the  appropriation  of  the  revenue 
obtained  under  the  act.  Their  honors  would  thus  see  that 
the  mere  regulation  of  the  traffic,  was  not  the  only  subject 
provided  for  in  the  bill.  And  he  contended  it  was  a  local 
bill  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution.  The  title  of  the 
act  was  "  an  act  to  regulate  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors 
within  the  metropolitan  police  district  of  the  state  of  New 
York."  This  was  iacorrect,  because  the  whole  of  tlie  metro- 
poUtan  police  district  was  not  included  in  the  bill,  the 
county  of  Westchester  being  excluded. 

One  principal  objection  was  taken  on  the  ground  that 
liquors  are  property  in  whose  soever  hands  they  might  be ; 
that  they  are  so  recognized  by  the  law  of  the  state  and  by 
the  decisions  of  the  courts,  and  especially  by  the  decisions 
in  the  main  law  cases,  where  an  express  resolution  was 
passed  by  the  court  of  appeals  to  that  effect.  He  took  it 
there  could  be  no  doubt  upon  the  decision  in  that  case,  and 
all  the  decisions  that  had  ever  been  made  on  the  subject, 
that  these  liquors  were  property  in  every  sense  of  the  term. 
And  if  it  were  conceded,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the 
legislature  might  regulate  the  traffic  in  them,  still  he  con- 
tended it  had  no  right,  under  pretence  of  regulating,  to  pro- 
hibit it,  or  to  destroy  or  in  any  way  impair  the  rights  of 
persons  owning  that  property  in  the  property  itself ;  tmd  lie 
would  endeavor  to  show  that  this  act  impaired  and  destroyed 
the  rights  of  property  in  Uquors  held  by  persons  prior  to  the 
passage  of  the  act.  In  the  first  place  it  prohibited  their  sale 
(§  3)  in  quantities  less  than  five  gallons.  It  was  to  him  dif- 
ficult to  see  what  power  the  legislature  had  to  prohibit  the 
sale  in  quantities  less  than  five  gallons,  or  what  more  power 
they  had  to  prohibit  their  sale  in  these  quantities  than  to 
prohibit  it  entirely.  Quantities  less  than  five  gallons  were 
just  as  much  property  as  quantities  over  five  gallons.  It 
seemed  to  him  that  the  same  rule  must  be  applied  to  this 
kind  of  property  as  to  every  other,  and  that  it  would  be 
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utterly  tinconstitational  and  irregular  in  every  respect  to 
provide  that  no  man  should  sell  flour  in  less  quantity  than 
ten  pounds  at  a  time,  or  real  estate  in  less  amounts  than  an 
acre  at  a  time.  When  they  attempted  to  regulate  in  this 
manner,  they  destroyed  that  right  of  disposition  of  property 
without  which  it  is  nearly  worthless.  These  restrictions  upon 
trade  had  always  been  looked  on  unfavorably  by  the  courts, 
and  there  was  nothing  which  should  create  an  exception  in 
favor  of  this  law. 

The  law  says  not  only  that  a  man  shall  not  sell,  but  that 
he  shall  not  publicly  keep  liquors  in  less  than  five  gallons. 
It  makes  the  mere  exhibition  of  a  man's  property  a  misde- 
meanor. When  a  man  owned  property  he  supposed  that  he 
had  a  right  to  keep  it  pubUcly  so  long  as  he  did  not  do  so 
for  any  unlawful  purpose.  But  the  act  specified  that  he 
should  not  keep  it  publicly  at  all  unless  he  had  this  license. 
There  was  another  phrase,  that  he  should  not  give  away  or 
dispose  of  any  strong  or  spirituous  liquors,  wines!  ale  or  lier, 
SO  that  a  man  who,  at  the  time  this  law  went  into  effect, 
might  have  had  a  stock  of  liquors,  unless  he  could  find  some 
one  to  buy  it  in  quantities  less  than  five  gallons,  was  com- 
pelled by  this  law  to  destroy  them,  since  he  could  not  keep 
them,  nor  give  them  away  nor  dispose  of  them,  the  only 
thing  left  was  to  destroy  them.  He  believed  there  was  no 
authority  for  the  legitlature,  under  the  constitution,  to  com- 
pel a  man  to  destroy  property  and  absolutely  put  it  out  of 
existence,  as  this  law  provides,  unless  he  gets  a  license.  He 
had  said  enough  to  their  honors  to  indicate  what  views  he 
intended  to  urge.  Under  pretence  of  regulating,  the  legis- 
lature had  gone  farther  and  absolutely  destroyed  property. 
According  to  the  provisions  of  this  section,  which  is  the  main 
one  of  the  act,  and  without  which  the  act  would  be  of  no 
effect,  a  man  was  compelled  to  destroy  property  which  he 
might  have  had  in  his  possession  before  the  law  went  into 
operation. 

He  contended  also  that  the  law  was  invalid  for  this  rea- 
son if  for  no  other,  that  it  created  what  might  be  called  geo- 
graphical crimes,  distinctions  in  the   matter  of    offences 
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between  different  portions  of  the  state,  and  he  intended  to 
xirge  it  upon  their  honors,  that  in  passing  criminal  laws  it 
was  not  in  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  make  a  discrimin- 
ation between  the  cities  of  Tarious  and  different  sections  of 
the  state. 

As  Recorder  Hackett  put  it,  he  desired  to  know  whether 
the  legislature  could  make  it  grand  larceny  in  New  York  to 
steal  twenty-six  dollars,  and  only  petty  larceny  in  Buffalo  to 
do  the  same  act. 

He  said  further,  that  this  law  imposed  a  tax  upon  persons 
engaged  in  a  certain  business  for  the  purpose  of  adding  to 
the  revenues  of  a  particular  portion  of  the  state,  and  more- 
over, that  a  portion  of  the  money  so  raised  was  not  to  be 
applied  in  the  district  whence  it  was  obtained,  the  metropol- 
itan police  district,  but  was  to  go  to  the  asylum  at  Bingham- 
ton.  Taxes  for  the  support  of  public  institutions  must  be 
raised  upon  the  whole  state. 

The  act  was  void,  too,  because  it  conferred  upon  the  excise 
commissioners  judicial  powers.  It  conferred  upon  them  the 
power  of  confiscating  licenses  which  have  to  be  bought  at 
such  prices  as  they  themselves  may  choose  to  impose.  A 
power  was  given  to  cancel  licenses  and  take  away  all  the 
benefits  which  might  be  derived  under  them.  In  other 
words  a  provision  was  made  by  which  this  excise  board  was 
constitut.ed  a  stated  tribunal  before  whom  complaints  were 
to  be  made  and  trials  held  for  revoking  licenses.  He  said 
there  was  no  power  in  the  legislature  to  erect  such  a  tri- 
bunal. It  was  in  reality  taking  away  property  without  due 
process  of  law,  in  a  manner  unknown  to  the  constitution,  and 
repugnant  to  the  spirit  of  our  laws. 

He  also  contended  that  section  19  of  the  act  was  void, 
because  it  conferred  upon  policemen,  sheriffs,  and  constables 
the  right,  not  only  to  arrest  for  any  violation  of  this  law,  but 
to  dermine  whether  the  law  had  been  violated,  and  in  case 
they  concluded  it  had,  to  confiscate  property  to  a  certain 
extent  by  summarily  closing  the  place  of  business  of  the  per- 
son who  violated  the  law,  for  an  indefinite  period — any 
length  of  time  they  chose — making  the  policeman  the  judge 
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of  the  necessity  of  closing  the  place  before  any  investigation 
has  been  held.  It  seemed  to  him  that  no  such  provision  as 
that  could  ever  stand — ^that  these  officers  should  have  the 
power  of  going  into  a  man's  house  and  actually  destroying 
his  business  upon  their  own  mere  motion — upon  view — ^with- 
out any  judicial  proceeding  having  been  taken.  It  puts  the 
property,  or  the  means  of  disposing  of  it,  at  the  mercy  of 
every  sheriflf.  constable  and  poUceman  in  the  poUce  district. 
He  did  not  know  how  his  learned  friend  would  undertake  to 
sustain  that  provision  of  the  law,  but  it  seemed  to  him  one 
which  could  not  be  sustained. 

_  There  was  another  section  directing  that  persons  having 
licenses  should  prevent,  as  far  as  in  their  power,  all  disturb- 
ances and  breaches  of  the  peace,  and  in  case  any  occurred, 
shoidd  give  notice  at  the  nearest  station  house  and  have 
their  place  cleared  of  all  who  might  be  within  it,  closed,  and 
kept  closed  till  peace  was  restored.  A  man  might  conduct 
his  business  in  an  orderly  and  proper  manner,  but  a  gang 
of  rowdies  might  raise  a  disturbance,  and  because  of  their 
act  a  policeman  has  the  right  to  close  the  place  and  keep  it 
closed. 

He  would  not  occupy  their  time  further,  except  to  say  that 
when  their  honors  came  to  look  at  the  law  and  examine  it, 
they  would  discover  that  under  pretence  of  regulating  the 
traffic  in  liquors,  this  was  an  attempt  actually  to  prohibit 
and  destroy  it,  and  that  it  does  actually  work  a  confiscation 
and  destruction  of  all  property  of  that  kind  on  hand  at  the 
time  of  the  passage  of  the  act.  He  closed  by  submitting 
the  points  of  Mr.  Brady. 

Judge  LoTi  asked  him  if  he  considered  the  provisions  he 
referred  to  made  other  provisions  of  the  act,  such  as  the  one 
restricting  the  sale  of  liquors  without  an  excise  license, 
unconstitutional  ?  Might  it  not  be  constitutional  in  some  of 
its  provisions  while  unconstitutional  in  others? 

Mr.  Moore  replied  that  he  considered  the  provisions  refer- 
red to,  as  the  life  and  soul  of  the  act,  and  if  they  were 
destroyed  the  act  would  be  destroyed  also. 


NEW  YORK  PRA.CTICE  REPORTS.  295 

In  the  matter  of  James  De  Yauceno. 

jADiCES  T.  Bkadt,  on  same  side.     (His  points  used  in  the 
cases  be/ore  Judges  Cardozo  and  Hackett.) 

First  This  act  is  invalid,  for  want  of  a  proper  title,  as 
required  by  section  16,  article  3,  of  the  constitution  of  this 
state,  which  provides  that  "  no  private  or  local  bill  which 
may  be  passed  by  the  legislature,  shall  embrace  more  than 
one  subject,  and  that  shall  be  expressed  in  the  title."  This 
a<5t  embraces  several  subjects.  It  not  only  professes  to  regu- 
late the  sale  of  intoxicationg  liquors,  but  also  creates  new 
criminal  oflFenses,  and  provides  for  their  punishment.  For 
example,  section  21  makes  intoxication  a  criminal  offense. 
There  are  many  sections  regulating  the  exercise  of  criminal 
jurisdiction,  such  as  the  18th,  the  20th  and  24th  sections. 
And  the  title  of  the  act  is  entirely  incorrect,  because  it  is  not 
a  law,  in  any  sense,  relating  to  the  metropoHtan  police  dis- 
trict, but,  as  already  stated,  to  certain  'counties  which  thai 
district  embraces. 

Second.  The  constitution  of  this  state  (article  1,  §  1)  pro- 
vides that  "  no  member  of  this  state  shall  be  disfranchised 
or  deprived  of  any  of  the  rights  or  privileges  secured  to  any 
citizen  thereof,*unless  by  the  law  of  the  land  or  the  judgment 
of  his  peers."  This  plainly  includes  the  rights  of  property, 
which  necessarily  includes  the  power  of  disposition.  As  the 
late  George  Wood,  Esq.,  remarked,  in  an  able  opinion  on 
the  prohibitory  liquor  law  of  this  state,  passed  in  1855, 
"  this  kind  of  property  (liquor)  is  manufactured  and  imported, 
bought  and  sold  to  be  used  as  a  beverage,  and  when  not 
aDowed  to  be  used  in  that  way,  it  is  rendered  in  a  great 
measure  worthless  as  an  article  of  merchandise  and  traffic. 
Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  questionable  whether  a 
dealer  in  the  article  coidd  afford  to  pay  storage  for  keeping 
it  The  power  of  disposal  is  an  essential  ingredient  of  the 
idea  of  property.  Property  imports  dominion,  use,  control. 
In  a  civil  country,  indeed  in  any  country  advanced  beyond 
the  hunter  state,  the  power  of  disposal  is  all  important.  No 
man  would  acquire  this  property  in  the  way  of  business,  as 
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an  article  of  exchange  for  the  ordinaiy  uses  to  which  it  is 
applied,  unless  he  could  sell  it." 

In  the  language  of  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Catron,  of  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  "  ardent  spirits  have 
been  for  ages  and  now  are  subjects  of  sale  and  lawful  com- 
merce, recognized  as  such  by  our  treaties  with  foreign 
powers,  and  by  the  dealings  in  them  among  the  states  of 
the  union."  They  are  recognized  in  our  national  legislation 
as  sources  of  revenue  in  the  way  of  duties,  on  such  as  are 
imported,  and  all  of  them  are  included  in  the  basis  on  which 
the  income  and  other  national  taxes  are  assessed  ( Wyneha- 
me7^  agt.  The  People,  13  N.  Y.  Rep.  pp.  378  and  487). 

Third.  The  law  of  1866  is  unconstitutional,  because  it 
makes  no  distinction  whatever  between  imported  liquors  and 
those  of  domestic  manufacture.  Section  3  provides  in 
unqualified  terms  that  "  from  and  after  the  first  day  of  May, 
1866,  no  person  or  persons  shall,  within  the  said  metropoli- 
tan poUce  district,  exclusive  of  the  county  of  Westchester, 
pubUcly  keep  on  sale,  give  away  or  dispose  of  any  strong  or 
spirituous  liquors,  wines,  ale  or  beer,  in  quantities  less  than 
five  gallons  at  a  time,  unless  he  or  they  maybe  licensed  pur- 
suant to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  may  be  permitted 
by  it." 

The  states  have  no  power  to  prevent  or  impede  the  impor- 
tation of  property  from  foreign  countries,  for  the  treaty 
making  power  is  vested  in  the  President  and  senate  of  tho 
United  States,  and  congress  is  expressly  authorized  to  regu- 
late commerce  with  foreign  nations  {Constitution  U.  S.  art, 
1,  §  8,  sub.  3).  This  power  is  exclusive  of  all  state  control. 
Congress  has,  in  the  passage  of  many  laws,  provided  for  the 
introduction  of  liquors  and  other  property  on  the  payment 
of  certain  duties  to  the  United  States.  The  right  to  import 
is,  therefore,  conferred  by  law  paramount  to  all  state  autho- 
rity, and  it  gives  the  importer  the  right  to  sell  {Brovm  agt. 
The  State  of  Maryland,  12  Wlieafon,  p.  419). 

The  act  in  question  also  extends  to  liquors  brought  from 
other  states  in  the  union.  Congress  has  power  to  regulate 
commerce  among  the  several  states  {Constitution  U.  S.  art. 
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1,  §  8,  svJb.  3).  No  state  law  can  prohibit  the  introduction 
of  liquors  from  another  state,  unless  it  obtain  the  power, 
from  the  mere  fact  that  congress  has  not  legislated  over  this 
subject,  which  we  contend  does  not  create  any  such  right. 
As  section  3  of  the  act  makes  no  distinction  whatever,  but  is 
general  and  arbitrary  in  its  terms,  it  must  be  entirely 
approved  or  made  entirely  nugatory.  No  interpretation  can 
help  it,  and  we  insist  for  reasons  just  stated  that  the  third 
section  is  void.  If  it  be  void,  the  rest  of  the  law  has  no 
foundation  or  basis  upon  which  its  detailed  provisions  can 
take  efiEect  (The  People  agt.  Brooks,  4  Denio,  p,  469  ;  The 
People  agt.  Huntington,  4  N.  Y,  Leg.  Obs,  p.  187.) 

Fourth.  This  act  is  imconstitutional,  because  as  to  all  per- 
sons not  licensed,  the  property,  which  they  held  at  the  date 
of  its  passage,  or  thereafter  acquired,  is  destroyed  without 
judicial  process,  and  merely  by  legislative  will.  In  effect, 
therefore,  if  the  promotion  of  morality  be  a  public  use,  it  is 
taken  for  that  public  use  without  compensation,  in  direct 
conflict  with  article  1,  section  6  of  the  constitution  of  this 
state,  which  provides,  amongst  other  things,  that  no  person 
shall  be  "  deprived  of  life,  Kberty  or  property,  without  due 
process  of  law,  nor  shall  private  property  be  taken  for  pub- 
lic use  without  just  compensation "  {See  B.  S.  JEdmoncTa 
edition,  p.  38,  and  tJie  cases  there  dted). 

Fifth.  There  is  no  constitutional  warrant  for  the  prohibi- 
tion against  giving  away  one's  property,  whether  it  be  liquor 
or  land,  or  a  chattel  of  any  kind.  It  might  be  that  a  person 
who  was  refused  a  license  but  who  owned  a  large  stock  of 
Uquors  would  desire  to  make  them  a  present  to  one  who  had 
received  a  license ;  this  act  would  prevent  his  doing  so,  and 
yet  the  liquors  would  be  his  property  in  every  sense  of  the 
word,  with  the  power  of  disposition  as  a  natural  right  left  in 
him,  its  exercise  only  prevented  by  an  act  of  legislation.  The 
result  would  be,  that  he  must  either  keep  the  liquors,  or  con- 
sume them  (which  he  might  have  no  taste  to  do),  or  destroy 
them,  being  compelled  to  the  latter  result,  in  this  event,  by 
legislation. 

It  may  be  true  that  the  state  can  regulate  the  sale  or  dis- 
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position,  for  gain  or  in  barter,  of  intoxicating  drinks ;  but 
this  power  of  regulation  can  never  be  properly  converted  into 
a  power  of  absolute  prohibition,  nor  can  the  legislature  be 
made  the  sole  judges,  when  necessity  exists  to  take  away  a 
man's  property,  or  impair  its  enjoyment,  or  prohibit  its  use, 
or  make  a  voluntary  gift  of  it.  In  the  language  of  Mr. 
George  Wood,  "  There  is,  and,  in  the  nature  of  the  case, 
there  must  be,  a  line  of  demarkation  between  this  legislative 
power,  on  the  one  hand,  to  impair,  and  even  destroy  property 
for  those  ulterior  objects  above  alluded  to  (the  preservation 
of  life,  health,  religion,  or  morality),  and,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  power  of  the  judiciary,  imder  the  fundamental  law,  to 
protect  the  citizen  in  his  property  against  hasty  or  iU-advised 
legislation,  aiming  at  the  destruction  of  property  when  that 
necessity  does  not  exist.  By  whom  is  that  line  to  be  drawn  ? 
The  advocates  of  arbitrary  legislative  power  say  it  must  be 
done  exclusively  by  the  legislature — that  they  are  the  sole 
judges.  This  woidd  render  the  fundamental  law,  as  to  its 
action  upon  the  legislature,  a  dead  letter.  When  they  wish 
to  destroy  property  by  sumptuary  laws,  all  they  have  to  do 
is  to  aver,  by  way  of  enactment,  that  it  is  useless  or  noxious, 
and  the  hands  of  the  judiciary  are  tied.  It  is  said  they  are 
sovereign ;  but  their  sovereignty  cannot  screen  them  when 
their  acts  are  brought  to  the  touchstone  of  the  constitution 
and  the  supervision  of  the  judiciary,  who  are  its  guardians." 

Sixtk  This  act  is  void  because : 

1.  It  does  not  prohibit  the  manufacture  or  importation  of 
any  species  of  intoxicating  drinks,  and  therefore  recognizes 
that  the  manufacture  and  importation  are  to  continue.  This 
is  equivalent  to  declaring  them  legal.  With  this  admission, 
the  attempt  to  determine  what  quantity  shall  be  sold  at  any 
one  time  is  a  violation  of  the  manufacturer's,  importer's,  or 
retailer's  right  of  property,  he  being  the  sole  judge  on  that 
subject,  the  legislature  having  only  the  right,  at  furthest,  to 
regulate  the  sale  to  such  circumstances  as  will  render  the 
liquor  detrimental  necessarily,  to  the  public  health,  peace, 
or  morality.  And  here  will  apply  the  suggestion  that  a  law 
of  regulation  must  be  reasonable :  it  is  quite  unreasonable 
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to  suppose  that  the  sale  of  liquors  in  quantities  less  than  five 
gallons  at  a  time,  even  by  a  licensed  Tender,  necessarily 
tends  to  any  public  detriment.  It  is  not  the  use,  but  the 
abuse  of  liquor  that  does  the  injury,  either  to  the  indiridual 
or  the  public.  The  abuse  of  any  article  of  diet  may  lead  to 
similar  injurious  results. 

2.  If  one  can  lawfully  manufacture  these  drinks  in  this 
stafce,  he  has  the  right  to  export  them  to  other  states  or 
countries  as  a  seller  ;  and  yet  the  general  terms  of  this  act 
would  make  him  crimnial  for  so  doing. 

It  is  a  great  mistake  to  compare  intoxicating  drinks  with 
gunpowder,  nitro-glycerine,  or  saltpetre.  They  are  not  of 
themselves  capable  of  serious  destruction  or  injury,  nor  of 
being  the  means  of  mischief  through  some  slight  accidental 
cause,  but  are  only  injurious  from  the  voluntary  use  of  them 
to  excess  by  hum^  beings,  and  then  acting  upon  the  pubUc 
chiefly  in  the  way  of  example.  This  the  law  distinctly  recog- 
nizes, because  it  provides  that  no  person  shall  have  a  license 
who  is  not  "  of  good  moral  character."  So  it  is  conceded  by 
the  legislature  that  a  man  who  sells  liquor  by  the  glass  is 
only  qualified  for  that  pleasing  function  by  having  this  kind 
of  character. 

All  property  is  protected  by  the  constitution,  without  ref- 
erence to  whether  its  abuse  engenders  mischief.  ( Wyne- 
hamer  agt.  The  People,  13  N.  B.  Rep.  p.  378.) 

Seventh.  The  act  is  void  because, 

1.  It  undertakes  to  confer  upon  the  commissioners  of 
excise,  in  the  fourth  section,  legislative  power.  No  such 
power  can  be  constitutionally  exercised  in  this  state  except 
by  the  legislature,  or  somebody  chosen  by  the  people; 
whereas  the  commissioners  of  excise  are  appointed  in  and  by 
this  act.  The  fourth  section  provides  for  their  granting 
licenses  "  upon  receiving  a  license-fee  to  be  fixed  in  their 
discretion,  and  which  shall  not  be  less  than  thirty  dollars 
nor  more  than  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars."  This  amotmt 
could  only  be  fixed  by  the  legislature,  if  any  license-fee 
could  be  exacted.  Assuming  that  the  applicant  proves  him- 
self to  be  of  "good  moral  character"  no  good  reason  can  be 
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imagined  why  a  specific  sum  should  not  be  charged  for  each 
license,  and  the  commissioners  of  excise  could  not  be  allowed 
any  discretion  on  the  subject.  (Smith  agt  LemnvSy  8  N,  T, 
Rep,  p,  472.) 

2.  The  legislature  have  no  right  to  require  that  a  man 
shall  be  of  good  moral  character  in  order  that  he  may  dis- 
pose of  property  that  he  owns. 

JSightL  This  act  is  also  unconstitutional,  because,  as  to 
quantities  of  liquors  not  less  than  five  gallons,  it  provides 
that  persons  not  Ucensed,  but  who  own  these  liquors,  may 
not  sell  them  at  all,  if  any  part  thereof  shall  be  "  drunk  or 
used  in  the  building,  or  in  any  building,  yard,  garden  or 
inclosure  communicating  with  or  in  any  public  street  or  place 
contiguous  to  the  building  in  which  the  same  shall  be  kept, 
sold  or  disposed  of."  The  whole  theory  and  construction 
of  the  act  being  founded  on  an  assumption  that  the  sale  of 
five  gallons  and  upward  will  not  prejudice  the  public  morals, 
health  or  peace,  there  is  no  authority  to  declare  a  sale  of 
that  quantity  invalid  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  some  of  it, 
though  without  the  consent  of  the  vender,  be  used  in  some 
place  contiguous  to,  or  even  forming  a  part  of  his  premises. 
This  is  a  restriction  upon  the  use  of  his  property,  for  which 
there  is  no  constitutional  warrant. 

NintL  The  prohibition  against  the  selling  or  giving  away 
of  liquors  on  Sunday  is  an  unconstitutional  restriction  on 
the  owner's  rights,  as  appears  from  what  has  already  been 
stated — an  attempt  by  legislation  to  interfere  '\^ith  the 
religious  faith  and  practices  of  those  who  do  not  believe  that 
Sunday  is  the  true  Sabbath.  It  is  giving  a  preference  to 
one  religion  over  another,  in  violation  of  section  3,  article  1 
of  the  constitution  of  this  state,  which  provides  that  "  the 
free  exercise  and  enjoyment  of  religious  profession  and  wor- 
ship, without  discrimination  or  preference,  shall  be  allowed 
in  this  state  to  aU  mankind." 

Tenth,  The  act  is  also  unconstitutional  because  it  invests 
sheriffs,  constables,  poUcemen  and  other  officers  with  powers 
not  authorized  by  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  or 
of  the  state  of  New  York,  but  delegated  in  express  violation 
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of  both.  The  federal  constitution  {artid  4,  amendments)  pro- 
vides thus  :  ''  The  right  of  the  people  to  be  secure  in  their 
persons,  houses,  papers  and  effects  against  unreasonable 
searches  and  seizures,  shall  not  be  violated ;  and  no  warrants 
shall  issue  but  upon  probable  cause,  supported  by  oath  or 
affirmation,  and  particularly  describing  the  place  to  be 
searched,  and  the  persons  or  things  to  be  seized."  By  sec- 
tion 10  of  this  article  these  officers  are  authorized,  on  the 
mere  statement  of  a  hcensed  person  that  there  has  been  any 
"disturbance,  disorder  or  breach  of  the  peace  "  in  his  place, 
without  any  oath  or  warrant,  and  though  the  offense  did  not 
occur  in  the  presence  of  the  officer,  to  cause  all  persons  in 
the  place  to  be  removed  therefrom.  Section  6  provides  that 
every  person  who  violates  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  act 
preceding  that,  shall,  for  each  offence,  be  punished  by  fine 
of  not  less  than  $30  or  more  than  $100,  or  by  imprisonment 
of  not  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  thirty  days,  or  by  both 
fine  and  imprisonment,  and  to  be  also  subject  to  a  fine  of 
$60,  recoverable  in  a  civil  action  brought  by  the  commis- 
sioners of  excise.  Section  19  makes  it  the  duty  of  "  every 
sheriff,  constable,  poUceman  and  officer  of  the  police,  to 
compel  the  observance,  and  to  prevent  the  violation  of  the 
foregoing  provisions  of  the  law,  if  necessary,  by  summarily 
closing  and  keeping  closed  any  places  in  which  shall  be  vio- 
lated any  of  such  provisions."  Section  20  confers  on  the  of- 
ficers before  designated,  authority  to  arrest  all  persons  who 
violate  any  provision  of  the  act,  carry  them  before  a  mag- 
istrate to  be  dealt  with  according  to  that  law — ^the  magistrate 
to  entertain  any  complaint  for  a  violation  made  by  any  person 
under  oath.  See  the  opinion  of  the  Hon.  Samuel  Beardsley, 
late  a  justice  of  the  supreme  court  of  this  state,  in  a  pam- 
phlet containing  various  opinions  on  the  prohibitory  liquor 
law  of  1855,  page  39.    Amongst  other  things  he  says : 

"The  act  may  do  credit  to  the  courage  of  its  authors,  for 
ihey  have  not  hesitated  to  cast  upon  the  lower  grade  of 
officers,  judicial  and  ministerial  throughout  the  state,  powers 
of  the  most  novel,  sweeping  and  dangerous  character.  The 
execution  of  the  act,  so  far  as  repects  the  judiciary,  is  com- 
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mitted,  in  a  great  degree,  to  justices  of  the  peace  and  other 
subordinate  magistrates,  whose  powers  have  hitherto  been 
circumscribed  within  narrow  limits  cautiously  defined.  * 
*  *  This  is  a  power  which  no  man  should  possess,  and  to 
the  exercise  of  which  no  people,  fit  to  be  called  free,  would 
be  likely  to  submit." 

Amongst  other  offenses  authorized  to  be  dealt  with  in  this 
absolute  and  arbitrary  manner  by  officers  acting  either  on 
mere  unsworn  information,  or  of  their  own  accord,  are : 

1.  Selling  or  giving  any  strong  liquors,  wines,  ale  or  beer 
to  any  apprentice  or  person  under  ei&:hteen  years  of  age, 
knoixg  o?  having  rein  to  beUeve  hii  to  be  Lb,  wi  Jut 
the  consent,  in  the  case  of  an  apprentice,  of  his  master  or 
mistress,  and  in  the  case  of  a  person  under  eighteen  years 
of  age,  of  his  father,  mother  or  guardian. 

2.  Selling  to  a  husband  or  wife  any  such  liquids,  against 
the  request  of  the  husband  or  wife,  as  the  case  may  be,  or 
the  parent  or  child  of  such  purchaser.  In  neither  of  these 
specified  prohibitions  is  any  criminal  or  wrongful  intent  spe- 
cified or  implied.  It  may  be  that  the  sale  to  the  apprentice 
is  for  his  master,  or  for  some  other  person,  at  whose  request 
he  acts ;  but  even  if  for  himself,  it  may  not  be,  injurious,  aad 
the  section  does  not  require  that  it  must  be  to  create  the 
wrong.  And  so,  the  remonstrance  of  the  child  five  years  of 
age,  though  against  the  father  perfectly  temperate  and  well 
behaved,  is  to  deprive  him  of  what  he  wishes  to  purchase, 
unless  the  seUer  is  wiUing  to  subject  himself  to  a  crimmal 
prosecution,  and  the  punishment  provided  for  by  the  six- 
teenth section. 

Eleverdh.  The  act  violates  the  constitution  (as  the  reasons 
already  stated  wiU  show),  in  its  prohibition  against  the  sale 
of  any  liquors  between  the  hours  of  twelve  at  night  and 
sunrise. 

Lastly, — ^In  its  design,  general  scope,  and  effect,  and  in 
nearly  all  its  details,  this  act  is  an  attempt,  by  arbitrary  leg- 
islation, to  impair  not  only  the  right  of  property  in  liquors, 
if  not  to  destroy  such  right,  but  also  to  interfere  with  the 
enjoyment  in  a  rational  manner  by  temperate  people,  who 
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are  not  ascetics  or  fanatics  of  beverages,  which  the  experience 
of  mankind  shows  and  this  act  recognizes,  can  be  used  in  mod- 
eration, not  only  without  injury,  but  with  benefit.  This  is  par- 
ticularly true  of  light  wines,  ale,  beer  of  all  kinds,  and  espe- 
cially that  harmless  and  excellent  liquid  called  '*  lager-bier." 
We  do  not  deny  that  the  legislatm'e  might  punish  intoxica- 
tion, or  the  man  who  iaduced  it  with  the  intent  to  do  so,  or 
who  persisted  in  selling  to  any  one  person  more  liquor  than 
he  might  plainly  perceive  he  could  use  without  injury,  or  the 
carrying  on  of  the  liquor  business  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
excite  open  pubUc  immorality,  indecency,  or  breach  of  the 
peace.  But  neither  of  these  consequences  arises  out  of  the 
mere  use  of  liquor,  and  the  error  of  this,  like  all  oppressive 
legislation  in  this  state  is,  that  the  law  does  not  aim  at  the 
specific  abuses  which  produce  the  public  injury,  but  at  the 
traffic,  which  may  be  lawful  and  innocent.  (See  opinion  of 
the  late  Nicholas  HiU,  jun.,  p.  108  of  pamphlet,  where  this 
subject  is  exhaustibly  discussed). 

His  honor.  Judge  Cardozo,  has  recently  rendered  a  decis- 
ion,  the  principle  of  which  appUes  to  these  cases,  namely, 
that  a  license  unexpired  at  the  time  this  act  went  into  eShoif^. 
was  a  contract  between  the  state  and  the  licensee,  which 
could  not  be  constitutionally  destroyed.  The  same  rule 
must  apply  ta  aU  Kquors  held  as  property  by  aU  persons  in 
the  state,  which  were  purchased  by  them  as  lawful  property 
— ^the  state  holding  the  position  of  contractor,  that  having 
acquired  it,  they  might  dispose  of  it.  The  power  of  disposi- 
tion being  taken  away,  the  property  may  be  said  to  be 
destroyed.  (See  33  Maine,  p.  p.  558  and  562,  Green  agt.  Bid- 
dky  8  Peters,  p.  1). 

Samuel  A.  Morbis,  district  attorney,  for  the  People. 

The  applicant  was  arrested  for  selling  strong  and  spiritu- 
ous liquors  without  a  license,  aod  taken  before  the  police 
magistrate  in  pursuance  of  the  law  regulating  the  sale  of 
intoxicating  liquors  within  the  metropoUtan  police  district. 
"Wlule  in  custody  upon  this  charge,  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
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was  sued  out  in  his  behalf,  upon  the  ground  that  the  com- 
plaint against  him  charged  no  offence  against  any  valid  and 
subsisting  law  of  this  state.  That  this  act  under  which  he 
was  held  was  unconstitutional ;  null  and  void. 

The  only  questions  presented  therefore  is  the  validity  of 

such  imprisonment,  which  involves  the  validity  of  the  "  act 
to  regulate  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  witmn  the  metro- 

poKtan  police  district  of  the  state  of  New  York,'*  (passed 

April  14,  1866),  which  may  be  briefly  analyzed  as  follows : 

Section  1.  Designates  the  board  of  excise. 

Section  2.  Provides  for  the  appointment  of  an  inspector. 

Section  3.  Prohibits  the  sale  (by  retail)  of  liquor  without 
a  license. 

Section  4.  Authorizes  the  board  to  grant  licenses. 

Section  5.  Designates  the  form,  manner  of  signing  and 
posting  the  licenses,  and  declares  its  non-exhibition  pre- 
sumptive evidence  against  the  person. 

Section  6.  Points  out  the  requisites  of  an  application  for 
license. 

Section  7.  Provides  for  sales  in  quantities  of  more  than 
five  gaUons,  under  certain  restrictions. 

Section  8.  Prohibits  sales  on  Sundays,  election  and  town 
meeting  days. 

Section  9.  Compels  the  board  to  keep  a  record  of  licenses. 

Section  10.  Authorizes  any  person  licensed  to  call  upon 
certam  officers  to  assist  him  in  preventing  and  suppressing 
breaches  of  the  peace  in  his  place. 

Section  11.  Prohibits  sales  to  minors  and  apprentices 
without  the  consent  of  parent  or  master. 

Section  12.  Prohibits  sales  to  drunkards  and  persons 
intoxicated. 

Section  13.  Prohibits  sales  to  husband  or  wife,  parent  or 
child,  contrary  to  the  request  of  either  against  the  other. 

Section  14.  Compels  persons  to  close  on  Sunday,  and  from 
12  midnight  till  sunrise. 

Section  15.  Prohibits  persons  not  licensed  from  having  for 
sale,  or  advertising  to  sell,  &c.,  in  quantities  less  than  five 
gallons. 
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Section  16.  Declares  the  penalties. 

Section  17.  Prevents  the  collection  of  debts  incurred  on 
sales  less  than  five  gallons,  if  drank  on  the  premises. 

Section  18.  Declares  a  conviction  for  a  violation  of  the  law 
a  forfeiture  of  the  license. 

Section  19.  Authorizes  certain  officers  to  compel  obedience 
to  the  law,  and  to  use  the  necessary  means  for  that  purpose. 

Section  20.  Authorizes  officers  to  arrest  for  violation  and 
take  the  parties  before  magistrates. 

Section  21.  Provides  for  the  arrest  of  intoxicated  persons 
and  points  out  the  proceedings  thereon. 

Section  22.  Empowers  the  board  to  examine  as  to  viola- 
tions, and  authorizes  them  to  revoke  licenses. 

Section  23.  Designates  the  uses  to  which  the  license 
money  shall  be  appUed. 

Section  24  Directs  courts  to  charge  grand  jury,  Ac. 

Section  25.  Makes  parties  Uable  in  damages  to  the  per- 
sons  injured  by  unlawful  sales. 

Section  26.  Bepeals  inconsistent  laws. 

I  am  aware  that  the  foregoing  analysis  will  not  pass  mus- 
ter with  some  of  the  modem  constructionists,  who  seem  to 
imagine  that  common  sense  and  legislative  intent  are  abso- 
lete,  so  far  as  the  construction  of  statutes  are  concerned. 
Yet,  I  submit  it  fairly  presents  the  substance  of  this  terrible 
act,  which,  if  aUotved  to  stand  wovld  overturn  society,  svbvert 
republican  government  and  redv/ce  us  to  a  hopeless  state  of  vas- 
salage. Indeed,  one  would  almost  suppose  from  reading  the 
arguments  that  have  been  made,  and  the  opinions  deUvered, 
that  some  great  and  overwhelming  calamity  had  befallen  the 
community.  Yet,  what  are  the  facts ;  why,  since  this  law 
went  into  operation,  there  have  been  about  one-half  as  many 
intoxication  cases  before  our  police  magistrates  on  Monday 
mornings  as  there  were  previously.  And  this  calamity  is  seen 
in  many  other  ways  not  less  gratifying  than  the  one  men- 
tioned. 

I  venture  the  prediction  that  before  your  honor  will  arrest 
such  a  calamity,  you  will  feel  impelled  by  an  inexorable  con- 
stitutional necessity. 

Veil.  XXXL  20 
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I  make  these  remarks  because  this  law  has  b^en  set  aside, 
with  all  the  flippancy  that  a  magistrate  would  dispose  of  a 
case  of  petit  larceny. 

The  time  has  been  when  judges  felt  the  full  weight  of 
responsibility  resting  upon  them,  when  the  constitutionality 
of  a  legislative  enactment  was  presented  for  their  adjudica- 
tion. And  I  am  happy  to  know  that  the  ermine  is  yet  worn 
by  some,  who  can  rise  above  temporary  clamor  and  noisy 
threatenings ;  draw  their  inspiration  from  the  great  jurists 
who  have  gone  before  them ;  and  adjudicate  questions  of 
such  grave  import  with  becoming  dignity. 

I  am  sure  your  honor  appreciates  the  importance  of  the 
question  under  discussion  and  will  give  it  your  careful  con- 
sideration. The  short  time  that  has  elapsed  since  this  case 
was  brought  before  this  court,  and  the  press  of  oiBGlcial  busi- 
ness have  precluded  the  possibility  of  my  making  anything 
more  than  a  partial  preparation,  and  I  shall,  therefore,  leave 
the  burden  of  the  argument  to  my  learned  associate,  Gen. 
Crooke. 

With  these  preliminary  remarks  I  will  proceed  to  state  the 
propositions  I  have  thus  hastily  prepared  : 

I  would  remark  in  limine^  that  the  objections  urged  agaiost 
the  validity  of  this  act,  if  sound,  lead  logically  to  the  con- 
clusion, that  there  never  has  been  a  valid  excise  law  passed, 
notwithstanding  courts  and  judges  since  the  organization  of 
our  government  have  not  only  recognized  their  necessity, 
but  have  asserted  and  affirmed  their  binding  force.  To  deny 
9uch  legislative  power,  is  to  admit  that  the  organic  law  is 
fatally  defective,  because,  in  that  case,  it  fails  in  the  very 
object,  purpose  and  design  of  its  creation. 

For  all  the  purposes  of  this  argument,  the  authority  must 
be  assumed  in  the  first  instance,  because  the  legislative 
power  extends  over  all  the  known  and  recognized  subjects 
of  mimicipal  regulation,  unless  restrained  by  some  positive 
rule  of  the  fundamental  law.  Those  therefore,  who  put  the 
legislative  authority  in  controversy  take  upon  themselves  the 
burden  of  showing  the  limitation  or  restriction. 

(a)  In  ex  parte  M'CuUum,  Ch.  J.  Savage  says:  "Before 
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the  court  "will  deem  it  their  dntj  to  declare  an  act  of  the 
legislatnre  nnconstitational,  a  case  most  be  presented  in 
which  there  can  be  no  rational  doubt." 

In  the  case  of  Morris  agt  The  People^  Lott,  senator  (now 
an  associate  of  yonr  honor),  says:  ''The  presumption  is 
always  in  fayor  of  the  validity  of  the  law,  if  the  contrary  is 
not  clearly  demonstrated."- 

(J))  "  The  act  is  confessedly  within  the  general  scope  of 
legialatiye  power,  and  must  be  held  valid  and  operative, 
nnless  shown  to  be  an  act  of  legislation  which  is  forbidden, 
either  in  express  terms  or  by  plain  and  obvious  implication, 
by  the  organic  law  of  the  state." 

All  laws  are  presumptively  constitutionaL  The  governor, 
before  he  approves,  is  presumed  to  take  the  highest  opinions 
on  the  subject,  particularly  when  the  question  has  been 
raised  in  legislative  debate,  antecedent  to  the  passage  of  the 
law,  as  was  the  case  with  this  act. 

See  legislative  reports  of  March,  1866,  and  refer  to  prac- 
tice passim. 

The  following  additional  illustration  of  the  third  point  wiU 
suffice: 

Judge  Edmonds  in  NetoeU  agt.  The  People  (7  N.  Y.  109), 
gnoting  the  sentiments  of  Ch.  J.  Marshall,  he  said:  ''I 
enter  upon  the  examination  thoroughly  imbued  with  the 
principle  that  the  task  of  determining  tiiat  a  law  is  void  by 
reason  of  its  repugnancy  to  the  constitution,  is  at  aU  times 
one  of  extreme  delicacy ;  that  it  ought  seldom,  if  ever,  to  be 
done  in  a  doublfol  case ;  that  it  is  not  on  slight  implication 
and  vagae  conjecture,  that  the  legislatnre  is  to  be  pronounced 
to  have  transcended  its  powers  {Fletcher  agt.  Peck,  6  Grancky 
128) :  that  it  is  only  in  express  constitutional  provisions  lim- 
iting legislative  power,  and  controlling  the  temporary  will 
of  a  majority  by  a  permanent  and  paramount  law,  settled  by 
the  deliberate  wisdom  of  the  nation,  that  we  can  find  a  safe 
and  solid  ground  for  the  authority  of  the  courts  of  justice 
'  to  declare  void  any  legislative  enactments  {Cochran  agt.  Van 
Surlayy  20  Wend.  382) ;  that  in  constructing  the  language 
of  a  constitution  we  have  nothing  to  do  with  arguments  ab 
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inconvenierdi,  for  the  purpose  of  enlarging  or  contracting  its 
import,  the  only  sound  prmciples  being,  to  decide  tto  lex 
scripta  est,  to  follow  and  obey  {People  agt.  MorreU,  21  Wend.  \ 
684) ;  that  there  is  no  safe  rule  for  construing  the  extent  or 
limitation  of  powers  in  a  constitution  other  than  is  given  by 
the  language  of  the  instrument  which  confers  them,  taken  in 
connection  with  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  conferred 
{Gibbofis  agt.  Ggelin,  9  Wheat.  188),  and  that  the  opposition 
between  the  constitution  and  the  law  should  be  such  that 
the  judge  feels  a  clear  and  strong  conviction  of  their  incom- 
patibility with  each  other.    (6  Uranch,  183  ;  1  Coioen,  564.) 

It  is  conceded  that  laws  which  destroy  the  essential  char- 
acter of  property  as  such,  are  repugnant  to  the  fundamental 
law. 

Of  this  class  was  the  act  of  1855,  commonly  called  the 
Maine  law.  The  law  under  consideration  is  in  no  legal  sense 
prohibitory,  but  simply  regulatory,  and  the  opinions  in  the 
Toynbee  and  Wynhamer  cases  have  no  application  whatever 
to  this  law. 

In  those  cases,  however,  the  legislative  power  to  pass  regu- 
latory liquor  laws  is  distinctly  admitted  (13  N.  Y.  R.  378). 

The  act  is  simply  an  act  of  local  poUce  regulation,  sup- 
plemented to  the  metropolitan  police  law,  and  in  aid  of  it, 
and  throughout  is  in  harmony  with  the  principles  decided  by 
the  United  States  supreme  court  in  the  Passenger  cases  (7 
Howard). 

It  is  the  admitted  law,  that  intoxication,  such  as  occasions 
or  threatens  disorder  to  the  community,  is  a  criminal  indul- 
gence. The  old  maxim  of  the  law  is,  that  every  man  shall 
so  use  himself  or  his  property  as  not  to  infringe  upon 
the  rights  of  others,  or  injure  those  rights.  This  act  has 
various  regulations  and  provisions,  all  in  harmony  with  the 
object  sought  to  be  obtained.  First.  It  says  no  man  shall 
sell  liquor  in  small  quantities  without  obtaining  permission 
under  the  law  to  do  so,  to  the  end  that  improper  persons 
may  not  be  intrusted  with  the  sale  of  an  article  so  liable  to 
lead  to  criminal  indulgence,  and  that  those  who  do  sell  may 
thus  better  restrain  this  criminal  indidgence  of    others. 
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Second.  Thoso  who  get  this  permission  shall,  as  matters  of 
poHce  regolation,  respect  Sunday  observance-^which  is  the 
common  law  of  the  land — {per  Judge  Ajjsen  in  The  People 
agt.  LindenmuUer  33  Barb.  8.  C.  K  648).  They  shall  not 
disturb  the  people  in  the  enjoyment  of  reasonable  hours  of 
sfaimber  at  night,  and  shaU  not  infringe  upon  the  rights  of 
parents  and  children,  or  guardians  and  wards,  or  masters  and 
apprentices. 

It  also  contains  several  other  regulatory  provisions  to 
which  I  shall  not  advert. 

This  law  is  not  inimical  to  the  constitutional  inhibition 
against  local  laws  containing  more  than  one  subject,  which 
shall  be  expressed  in  the  title. 

First.  It  contains  but  one  subject,  the  regulation  of  the 
sale  of  intoxicating  Kquors. 

Second.  A  statute  cannot  be  termed  local  which  provides 
for  the  government  of  a  considerable  portion  of  the  territory 
and  population  of  the  states,  delegating  powers  of  legisla- 
tion, and  authorizing  the  passage  of  laws,  as  weU  as  the 
administration  of  them,  which,  in  their  operation,  affect  all 
the  citizens  of  the  state  whose  persons  or  property  come 
^thin  the  limits  of  that  jurisdiction.  {FhUUps  agt.  Mayor, 
1  HUton,  483;  1  Sdden,  285;  4  Seldeny  241;  People  agt 
McCanny  16  N,  Y.  58.     See  also  opinion  in  1  Smith,  532.) 

The  suggestion  that,  because  the  act  imposes  penalties, 
and  points  out  the  mode  of  enforcing  them,  it  therefore 
embraces  more  than  one  subject,  is  clearly  fallacious,  other- 
wise it  would  be  necessary  to  embody  the  act  or  its  entire 
substance  in  the  title. 

Conceding  it  to  be  a  local  act  within  the  meaning  of  the 
constitution,  it  could  not  contain  a  provision  for  the 
appointment  of  commissioners  to  open  a  street  in  the  city 
of  Brooklyn,  or  regulate  the  Prospect  park. 
^  The  present  law,  like  all  general  laws,  simply  contains 
details  for  its  enforcement. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  act  creates  new  offenses,  and 
declares  criminal,  acts  not  morally  wrong,  and  for  these  rea- 
sons is  obnoxious  to  the  organic  law.    In  the  first  place,  it 
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creates  no  new  offenses,  and  in  the  second  place  it  is  per- 
fectly competent  for  the  legislature  to  penally  visit  acts  not 
moraUy  wrong,  as  criminal  i)er  «?. 

Penal  laws  affect  from  motives  of  expediency,  qnite  as 
much  as  from  considerations  of  morality. 

It  is  not  wrong  per  se  to  row  a  boat ;  yet,  to  do  so  within 
the  harbor  of  New  York  without  a  license,  is  a  penal  offense. 
It  is  not  wrong  per  ee  to  cany  a  stick  loaded  with  lead  called 
'^a  billy ;"  yet,  from  motives  of  expediency  and  public  secu- 
riiy,  the  law  prohibits  such  carrying. 

It  is  not  morally  wrong  for  a  man  to  support  his  family 
by  following  the  occupation  of  a  cartman ;  yet  he  cannot  da 
so  without  permission. 

There  are  thousands  of  things  that  we  would  have  both  a 
natural  and  moral  right  to  do,  but  for  the  restraints  imposed 
by  society  for  self  protection  and  preservation. 

There  can  be  no  society  without  restraints  and  regulations. 

Third.  The  suggestion  that  the  act  is  unconstitutional 
and  void  "  because  it  makes  no  distinction  ^atever  between 
imported  liquors  and  those  of  domestic  manufacture,"  is 
distinctly  met  by  the  case  of  Smith  and  Bunce  agt.  The 
People  (1  Par.  Cr.  B.  687).  In  that  case  Judge  SxBoNa 
said:  "After  the  repeated  decisions  of  the  courts  of  this 
state  it  is  too  late  to  contend  that  the  payment  of  duties 
upon  goods  imported  from  foreign  countries  operates  as  an 
absolute  and  incontrovertible  license  to  sell  them.  If  it 
would,  it  would  restrict  the  state  legislature  from  adopting 
the  most  necessary  poUce  reguktions— a  power  so  essential 
to  their  well  beiug,  if  not  to  their  political  continuance,  that 
it  cannot  be  inferred  that  the  framers  of  our  national  consti- 
tution so  abrogate  it." 

Again,  he  says, "  The  state,  however,  had  the  right  to  adopt 
general  reguktions  in  reference  to  its  internal  affairs,  which 
shall  include  imported  goods  equally  with  those  of  domestic 
origin.  Thus  they  can  tax  both  together.  So  they  can, 
when  in  their  opinion  the  public  good  requires  it,  impose 
restrictions  upon  their  vendition,  as  in  the  instances  of 
licenses  to  peddlers,  the  imposition  of  duties  on  goods  sold 
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at  auction,  and  the  restrictions  upon  the  sales  of  medicines 
by  apothecaries  in  New  York  city."  "  It  surely  can  be  no 
objection  to  a  charge  for  a  license  to  pursue  a  particular 
occupation,  that  the  grantee  may  deal  to  some  or  a  consider- 
able extent  in  foreign  goods  upon  which  duties  have  been 
paid." 

Fourth.  It  is  also  contended  that  the  act  is  void  because 
it  contains  a  prohibition  against  giving  away  one's  property ; 
and  the  point  is  illustrated  as  follows,  to  wit :  "  It  might  be 
that  a  person  who  was  refused  a  license,  but  who  owned  a 
large  stock  of  liquors,  would  desire  to  make  them  a  present 
to  one  who  had  received  a  license ;  this  act  would  prevent 
his  doing  so." 

Now,  it  is  perfectly  manifest,  that  the  act  works  no  such 
results.  The  plain  and  obvious  meaning  of  the  prohibition 
against  giving  away  liquor  was  to  prevent  fraudulent  viola- 
tions of  the  law — such  as  charging  20  cents  for  a  cracker 
and  giving  a  glass  of  brandy  with  it,  and  other  like  subter- 
fuges. 

The  most  startling  announcement  upon  this  point,  how- 
ever, was  made  by  Recorder  Hackett,  who  said  "  if  this 
excise  act  be  valid,  every  person  who  gives  his  guests  a  glass 
of  wine  commits  a  misdemeanor."  Only  think  of  it — all  the 
hart  ion  of  New  York  and  Brooklyn  subject  to  indictment  and 
liable  to  be  sent  to  the  penitentiary !  Why,  before  to-mor- 
row morning  Fifth  avenue  maybe  in  the  tombs  and  Clinton 
avenue  in  the  station  house.  To  say  that  such  a  construc- 
tion is  opposed  to  common  sense  will  not  do,  because  judicial 
wisdom  has  declared  it.  To  appeal  to  the  Behan  case  (3 
Par.  687)  decided  by  the  court  of  appeals,  holding  the  rule 
of  construction  to  be  '' simply  a  question  of  legislative 
intent,"  is  of  no  avail,  because  "  old  things  are  passed  away ; 
behold  all  things  are  become  new." 

One  has  but  to  read  a  few  modem  decisions,  to  know  what 
fools  Marshall,  Catron,  Spencer  Cowen,  Kent  and  many 
other  so  called  jurists  were. 

The  law  is  imconstitutional,  because  "  in  overruling  the 
demurrer  now  interposed,  one  duty  would  alone  remain  to 
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the  court,  which  would  be  to  sentence  the  defendants  under 
the  law,  for  a  misdemeanor,  and  to  the  penitentiary.  In 
misdemeanors  there  is  no  respondia  ouster  after  demurrers. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  the  demurrers  are  sustained  for  either 
of  the  various  causes  assigned  by  the  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ants, the  decision  of  this  court  should  be  respected  by  the 
yarious  magistrates  and  peace  officers,  until  reversed  by  a 
higher  and  appellate  court." 

To  prevent  the  defendants  from  going  to  the  penitentiary, 
and  render  a  decision  to  be  "  respected  by  magistrates," 
were  certainly  grave  considerations  against  the  constitution- 
aUty  of  the  law. 

Again,  '^  whoever  takes  the  trouble  to  read  the  old  statutes 
of  Ibigland  on  this  subject,  learns  from  recitations  of  the 
facts  therein  made  that  the  enforcement  of  this  class  of  laws 
was  always  difficult." 

Certainly,  laws  "  difficult  to  enforce,"  must  be  imconstitn- 
tionaL  Especially  so,  as  no  man  is  allowed  to  sell  under  it, 
except  he  be  of  "  good  moral  character ;"  and  "  nothing  was 
said  upon  the  argument  as  to  the  mode  by  which  the  board 
practically  acquainted  itself  with  the  subject  of  character." 

But,  seriously,  are  such  arguments  as  have  been  adverted 
to,  entitled  to  any  consideration  whatever  ? 

The  very  fallacy  of  the  whole  tenor  of  the  recorder's  rea- 
soning is  a  strong  argument  in  favor  of  the  vaHdity  of  the 
law. 

Constitutional  rights  are  clear,  specific  and  well  defined, 
and  do  not  require  such  technical  quibbles  to  demonstrate 
them. 

Fifth,  It  was  stated  on  the  argument  before  the  recorder 
that  the  act  was  in  conflict  with  the  constitution,  because 
section  10  of  the  act  authorizes  sheriffs,  &c.,  "  on  the  mere 
statement  of  a  licensed  person  that  there  has  been  any  dis- 
turbance, disorder  or  breach  of  the  peace  in  his  place,  with- 
out any  oath  or  warrant,  and  though  the  offense  does  not 
occur  in  presence  of  the  officer,  to  cause  all  persons  in  tho 
place  to  be  removed  therefrom." 

The  above  is  an  entire  misapprehension  of  the  whole 
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scope  of  that  secticm*  It  is  the  person  keeping  the  place 
who  is  authorized  to  do  all  the  things  specified  in  that  sec- 
tion,  and  he  may  simply  caU  in  the  assistance  of  such  offi- 
cer.  In  other  words  it  simply  authorizes  the  person  to  keep 
an  orderly,  well  regulated  place,  which  he  would  have  the 
right  to  do  without  the  assistance  of  this  section. 

Sixth.  In  fact  there  is  no  authority  conferred  upon  officers 
by  this  law,  that  they  hare  not  for  centuries  possessed. 

It  is  the  common  law  right  of  officers  to  arrest  without 
process,  for  misdemeanors  committed  in  their  view.  That  is 
precisely  what  they  are  authorized  to  do  under  this  act,  as  I 
understand  it.  They  "  shall  forthmth  arrest  all  persons  who 
shall  violate  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act"  (§  10).  How 
can  the  officer  comply  with  this  provision,  except  the  viola- 
tion is  committed  in  his  view  ?  It  does  not  say  he  shall 
arrest  upon  information  of  some  other  person.  But  shall 
'^forthwith,"  that  is,  then  and  there,  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mission of  the  offense.  Is  not  that  the  plain  and  obvious 
meaning  and  intent  of  this  section  ?  It  seems  to  me  it  does 
not  admit  of  a  doubt. 

While  courts  should  be  zealous  in  guarding  the  rights  of 
citizens,  the  good  order  and  well  being  of  the  community 
are  subjects  entitled  to  some  consideration. 

Seventh.  The  proposition  that  the  whole  law  is  "  unconsti- 
tutional and  whoUy  void,"  because  it  impairs  the  obliga- 
tion of  contracts,  cannot  be  sustained  for  a  moment. 

That  this  act;  in  terms  revokes  all  pre-existing  licenses  for 
the  sale  of  intoxicating  Uquors,  will  not  be  denied. 

It  was  strictly  within  the  power  of  the  legislature  thus  to 
revoke  an  unexpired  license.  No  limitation  to  the  power  of 
the  legislature  in  this  respect  can  be  pretended,  except  such 
as  may  be  foxmd  in  that  clause  of  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States  which  forbid  the  obligation  of  contracts  to  be 
impaired.  And  that  clause  has  no  application  to  the  exer- 
cise of  police  power,  such  as  the  granting,  withholding,  and 
revoking  of  a  license,  and  similar  acts.  (Colder  agt.  Kirhy^ 
5  Gray,  597 ;  State  agt.  Hdmes,  38  N.  H.  225 ;  Hine  agt. 
Statey  1  Ohio  State,  15;  Coates  agt.  Mayor  7   Coio.  585; 
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Stuyvesant  agt.  Mayor,  Id.  588 ;  Corporation^  dtc.  agt.  Mayor, 
5  Cow.  538 ;  BuMer  agt.  Pennsylvania^  10  How.  416 ;  Chsder 
agt.  Corporation,  dtc.  6  Wheat.  697 ;  Lindenmvlller  agt.  People, 
33  Barb.;  Baker  agt.  CiYy  </  Boston,  12  Ptci.  184 ;  Alzer  agt. 
JFcs^on,  14  e/oAn.  231 ;  People  agt.  ^orm,  13  Wend.  325-329.) 
The  court,  in  the  case  of  Hine  agt.  State,  quoted  avpra,  say : 
''Connected  as  the  subject  is  with  the  public  police  and 
domestic  regulations  of  the  state,  the  legislature  had  the 
power,  on  the  ground  of  protecting  the  health,  morals  and 
good  order  of  community,  to  revoke  or  provide  the  mode  of 
revoking  the  unexpired  licenses  granted  under  the  act  of 
1851." 

In  OatzmvUer  agt.  People,  (14  lU.  142),  upon  this  subject 
the  court  said :  "  These  powers  of  general  legislation  on 
pubUc  subjects  are  functions  which  government  cannot  be 
presumed  to  have  surrendered,  if  indeed,  they  can  under 
any  circumstances  be  justified  in  surrendering  tiiem." 

Upon  the  same  point  the  court  is  also  referred  to  the 
remarks  of  ex-Judge  Bosworth,  made  before  the  police 
board,  and  published  on  Saturday  last. 

Eighth.  I  will  simply  call  your  honors*  attention  to  the 
familiar  principle  that  a  part  of  a  law  may  be  void  by  reason 
of  its  repugnancy  to  the  constitution,  and  the  other  part 
may  be  valid,  unless  the  two  parts  are  so  blended  together, 
that  the  one  cannot  be  enforced  without  the  aid  and  exist* 
ence  of  the  other.  I  do  not  propose  to  elaborate  this  point, 
because,  I  do  not  see  anything  in  the  law  calling  for  the 
application  of  that  principle. 

With  these  hastily  prepared  and  desultory  observations,  I 
will  close  what  I  have  to  say  by  a  very  few  general  remarks, 
which  I  feel  called  upon  as  prosecuting  officer  to  make. 

Shortly  after  the  passage  of  this  law  I  was  called  upon  at 
a  public  meeting  for  my  opinion  as  to  its  validity.  I 
believed  then,  as  I  now  do,  that  the  law  was  constitutional, 
and  so  stated ;  at  the  same  time  advising  them  to  obey  it, 
I  have  had  no  occasion  since  to  regret  what  I  then  said,  and 
would  not  if  I  could,  change  a  single  word  I  then  uttered. 
I  then  and  now  believe  that  it  is  for  the  interest  of  those 
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engaged  in  the  liquor  business  to  obey  the  law.  I  then 
believed  and  now  know,  that  thej  are  being  misled  by  law- 
yers who  believe  as  firmly  as  I  do  in  the  constitutionality  of 
this  law.  Ask  these  lawyers  their  opinions  and  one  will  say 
"  The  law  is  perfectly  constitutional ;"  another  that  his  object 
is  to  "  block  up  the  courts ;"  another,  the  purpose  is  delay, 
''that  his  clients  in  the  meantime  can  make  more  than 
enough  to  pay  costs ;"  and  again,  that  **  courts  dare  not 
enforce  it,  and  juries  will  not  convict."  These  remarks  have 
no  application  whatever  to  the  learned  counsel  in  this  case. 
To  all  such  I  say,  that  courts  in  Kings  coimty  dare  enforce, 
the  public  officer  dares  prosecute,  and  jurors  will  convict 
upon  proper  testimony. 

Yet,  notwithstanding  the  fierce  denunciations  against  the 
law,  the  promises  of  immunity  held  out  to  them  by  certain 
lawyers ;  notwithstanding  that  injunctions  in  favor  of  liquor 
dealers  have  almost  been  forced  upon  them  by  Judge  Cab- 
Dozo,  whose  injuction  mill  has  ground  them  out  at  the  rate 
of  about  twenty  a  minute,  to  the  great  scandal  of  the  judi- 
ciary ;  notwithstanding  the  captivating  advertisements,  which 
i^^ar  as  thick  as  leaves  in  Yalambrosa,  offering  free  rum, 
easy  injunctions,  and  ''  no  questions  asked,'*  over  six  thou- 
sand persons  have  complied  with  its  provisions  by  taking 
out  licenses,  and  many  of  these  since  the  injunction  mill  has 
been  in  full  operation. 

Are  those  who  have  complied  with  the  law  entitled  to  no 
consideration,  to  no  protection  ?  Is  it  right  and  just  that 
those  who  defy  the  law  should  enjoy  the  same  privileges  as 
those  who  obey  it?  Is  it  not  an  imperative  duty  to  protect 
those  who  have  complied  with  the  law  in  the  enjoyment  of 
their  rights  ? 

Does  not  justice  to  these  men,  to  society,  and  to  humanity 
call  upon  us  to  do  our  whole  duty  in  maintaining  and  exe- 
cuting this  law  ? 

But  it  is  called  an  infamous,  an  odious,  a  tyrannical  and 
oppressive  law. 

TeU  me  that  a  law  is  infamous  that  leaves  our  police  courts 
almost  desolate  and  abandoned  on  Monday  morning  ?    Tell 
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me  that  a  law  is  odious  that  lessens  by  one-half,  the  number 
of  arrests  for  drunkenness,  disorders,  and  breaches  of  the 
peace  on  Sundays  ?  Tell  me  that  a  law  is  oppressive  and 
tyrannical  that  leaves  hundreds  of  fathers  of  families  to  spend 
their  Sunday  nights  at  home,  instead  of  in  the  station  houses  ? 
Away,  railers  against  the  law,  with  such  arguments,  insti- 
gated by  a  false  policy,  and  speak  out  the  honest  sentiments 
of  your  hearts,  and  the  drunkard  for  whom  you  plead,  and 
his  famishing  children,  against  whom  you  plead,  wiU  bless 
you. 

But  one  word  in  conclusion,  and  I  leave  the  case  with 
my  learned  associate.  I  am  fully  aware  that  this,  as  the 
former  law,  affects  a  large  class  of  our  citizens,  who,  as  a  gen- 
eral thing,  use  Ught  drinks,  containing  but  a  veiy  small  per 
centage  of  intoxicating  properties.  I  maintained,  when  in 
the  legislature,  and  have  ever  since  advocated,  that  true  tem- 
perance would  be  promoted  by  encouraging  the  more  gen- 
eral use  of  Ught  drinks,  such  as  lager  and  the  various  kinds 
of  light  wines;  and  I  have  no  doubt  the  legislature  will  in 
time  see  the  necessity  of  such  encouragement. 

But  until  this  law  is  changed,  or  modified  by  the  legislature, 
I  trust  it  win  not  be  set  aside  on  slight  and  trivial  grounds. 

Philip  S.  Cbookb,  cownsdfor  People, 

1.  The  legislative  power  is  restricted  only  by  the-  consti- 
tution of  the  United  States  and  of  this  state.  (XKenjPs  Com- 
merUarieSy  p.  448 ;  Burch  agi  Newbury  ^  10  -ATI  Y  Sep.  392 ; 
Leggett  agt.  Hunter^  19  N,  Y,  Bep.  445 ;  GraTit  agt.  Courier^ 
24  Barbour,  238.) 

2.  The  constitution  should  not  be  invoked  unless  upon 
occasions  which  both  require  and  deserve  its  interposition. 
{The  People  agt.  Supermsors  of  Orange,  21  Barbour,  594. 
Emott,  Jl) 

3.  "Deprived."  The  meaning  of  the  word  "deprived," 
as  used  in  section  6  of  article  1  of  the  constitution,  is 
the  same  as  the  word  "  taken  "  in  the  same  section.    And 
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when  property  is  not  seized  and  directly  appropriated  to 
public  use,  though  it  be  subjected,  in  the  hands  of  the  owner, 
to  greater  burdens  than  before,  it  is  not  contrary  to  section 
6.  {AhbotCa  Digest,  vd.  1  p.  658, aTid  cases  died;  OrarU  agt. 
Courter,  24  Barbour,  232.) 

4  The  prohibitory  law  of  1855  was  not  an  ezdse  law ; 
the  decisions  of  Wynehamer  and  Toynbee  are  not  applicable. 
The  act  of  1855  ordered  the  confiscation  and  destruction  of 
property. 

6.  The  title  of  the  act  of  1866  is  complete  and  correct. 
"  The  title  must  express  the  subject,  not  object  of  the  act." 
'^An  abstract  of  the  law  is  not  required  in  the  title  "  {People 
agi  Lawrence,  36  Barbour,  177). 

6.  The  10th  section  of  the  act  of  1866,  which  has  been 
complained  of  as  inyesting  the  police  with  unconstitutional 
powers,  has  been  misstated.  It  directs  the  licensed  person 
to  give  notice  of  disturbances  in  any  place  so  licensed,  to  the 
police.  And  the  licensed  person  (not  the  police)  shall  cause 
all  persons  to  be  removed  therefrom,  and  the  place  to  be 
closed,  and  kept  closed  until  quiet  is  restored.  In  this  sec- 
tion, the  police  are  merely  recipients  of  the  notice. 

7.  Arrests  for  misdemeanors  "  forthwith  "  to  carry  the 
offender  before  a  magistrate,  are  not  unconstitutional — ^an 
arrest,  forthwith,  is  an  immediate  arrest. 

8.  It  ia  the  duty  of  the  police  to  compel  the  observance 
and  prevent  the  violation  of  all  laws ;  the  20th  section  of  the 
act  is  merely  declaratory  thereof.  The  direction  "  if  neces- 
sary, by  summarQy  closing  and  keeping  closed  any  place  in 
:Zh  shall  be  violated  ly  of  such  jfo^ions,"  i\  mere 
police  enactment,  similar  to  many  others  on  our  statute 
books.  The  necessity  of  preventing  riot — and  the  breach 
of  the  peace  would  justify  it. 

9.  The  validity  or  constitutionality  of  the  act  would  not 
be  invalidated  by  any  of  the  provisions  designed  to  prevent 
or  punish  its  infraction. 

10.  The  legislature  have  full  power  to  make  excise  regu- 
lations for  any  portion  of  the  state. 
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A.  Oaklet  HaTiTi,  district  attorney  of  N,  T.  on  same  side. 
(His  points  used  in  the  oases  lefore  Jvdges  Cabdozo  and 
Haokbtt.) 

He  rose  for  the  purpose  of  opeiung  the  argament  for  ihe 
people,  not  in  anywise  intending  to  reply  to  the  learned 
counsel  on  the  other  side.  He  had  not  examined  this  case 
with  the  particularity  which  its  importance  would  seem  to 
demand,  for  the  reason  that  he  was  busily  engaged  and 
depended  upon  the  able  associate  counsel  (Messrs.  Tracy  & 
Bliss),  who  had  given  the  matter  such  full  examination. 
Here  were  four-fold  indictments:  1st.  For  selling  liquor 
without  license.  2d.  Being  licensed,  that  they  sold  on  Sun- 
days. 3d.  Selling  liquor  on  Sunday,  licensed  or  unlicensed ; 
and  4th.  Selling  between  12  o'clock  at  night  and  sunrise. 

1.  Before  a  court  will  pronounce  a  law  unconstitutional, 
a  case  must  be  presented  in  which  there  can  be  no  rational 
doubt. 

2.  The  constitution  is  to  be  liberally  construed  in  uphold- 
ing the  constitutionality  of  statutes. 

3.  In  construing  constitutions,  the  court  have  nothing  to 
do  with  arguments  ab  inoonvenienti,  for  the  purpose  of  enlarg- 
ing or  contacting  its  import — the  only  sound  principle  being 
to  declare  ita  lex  scripta  est — and  to  follow  and  obey. 

4.  Courts  at  nisi  prius  are  in  practice  both  to  hear  and 
treat  constitutional  questions — ^forcing  the  litigant  to  moot 
ihem  in  banco  and  the  higher  tribunals. 

6.  Such  of  the  defendants  who  are  here  licensed,  and 
offending  under  the  police  regulations  of  this  license  statute, 
cannot  raise  this  unconstitutional  question.  Because  they 
have  accepted  the  act. 

6.  This  whole  law  is  in  no  part  prohibitory,  but  is  entirely 
regulatory,  and  is  outside  of  the  opinions  in  the  Toynbee  amd 
Wynhamer  cases, 

7.  This  act  is  simply  an  act  of  local  police  regulation,  sup* 
plemental  to  the  metropolitan  police  law,  and  in  aid  of  it. 

8.  In  fine,  the  statute  follows  the  admitted  law,  that  such 
intoxication  as  occasions  or  threatens  disorder  to  the  com- 
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mxuiitj  is  a  criminal  indulgence.  This  civil  statute  has  two 
regulatory  branches  :  First  It  says  no  man  shall  sell  liquor 
without  asking  permission  of  the  law  to  do  so,  to  the  end 
that  he  may  better  restrain  this  criminal  indulgence  of  others. 
Second.  Those  who  get  this  permission  shall,  in  matters  of 
police  regulations,  respect  the  Sabbath,  and  shall  not  infringe 
upon  the  rights  of  parents  and  children. 

9.  Nor  is  the  law  unconstitutional  because  it  is  a  local  law, 
expressing  in  its  title  more  than  one  subject.  The  law 
expresses  only  one  subject — ^the  regulation  of  the  sale  of 
liquors. 

10.  It  is  a  fallacy  to  say  that  an  act  not  morally  wrong,  or 
criminal  per  «e,  cannot  be  penally  visited. 

Mr.  Tracy  responded  to  the  argument  of  Mr.  Brady,  that 
if  the  counsel  was  sustained  in  the  monstrous  proposition 
advanced,  no  excise  law  which  could  be  enacted  would  be 
valid  The  whole  spirit  of  the  law  was  to  regulate  the  sale 
of  intoxicating  liquors,  and  he  contended  its  execution  would 
have  a  beneficial  effect. 

Ghables  Tbact,  Geoboe  Bliss,  Jb.  and  A.  J.  Yandeb- 
POEL,  on  same  side.  (Their  points  used  in  the  cases 
lefore  Jvdges  Cabdozo  and  Hackett). 

1.  We  deny  that  the  act  of  April  14, 1866,  is  unoonstitu* 
tional. 

It  is  to  be  remembered  that  the  courts  are  bound  to 
presume  everything  in  favor  of  a  law  passed  by  the  legisla- 
ture, and  that  it  is  to  be  declared  void  only  when  no  other 
conclusion  is  possible.  (People  agt.  Huntington,  4  N.  F. 
Legoi  Obs.  188 ;  People  agt.  Supervisors  of  Orange,  17  N.  Y. 
235,  241 ;  Sun  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  agt.  CUty  (f  New  York,  6 
Sandf.  10.) 

And  that  the  constitution  is  to  be  liberally  construed  in 
upholding  the  validity  of  statutes.  (People  agt.  Supervisors 
(f  Orange,  27  Barb.  575,  593.) 

2.  It  is  further  to  be  remembered,  that  a  provision  in  a 
law  which  may  be  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  unconstitu-* 
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tional,  does  not  necessarily  vitiate  the  whole  law.  It  may  be 
unconstitutional  in  part,  and  constitutional  in  part.  It  is 
only  where  the  unconstitutionality  is  inwrought  into  the  very 
framework  of  the  law  that  the  whole  falls.  For  instance,  the 
nineteenth  section  of  the  act  of  April  14, 1866,  may  be  held 
imconstitutional,  and  the  rest  of  the  act  still  remain.  The 
same  is  true  of  the  tenth,  eleventh,  twelfth,  thirteenth,  fif- 
teenth, twentieth,  twenty-first  and  twenty-third  sections. 
One  or  all  of  them  may  fall,  and  the  act  still  stand.  This  is 
probably  true  of  other  sections.  We  only  mention  these, 
because  these  have  been  attacked  by  different  persons.  It  is 
even  true  of  parts  of  sections.  The  provision  as  to  keeping 
in  the  third  section  may  be  held  invalid  without  invalidating 
the  rest  of  the  section.  (CommontveaUh  agt.  HUchings,  5 
Oray,  Mass.  482 ;  CommontoeaUh  agt.  Clapp,  Id.  99 ;  Lice7ise 
Cases,  5  How.  U.  8.  504 ;  Sedgtmck  on  CoTistrvction  of  Stat-- 
iOeSy  489.) 

In  the  case  in  Hoioard,  the  law  in  its  application  to 
imported  liquors  was  admittedly  imconstitutional,  yet  the 
indictments  were  sustained  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States.  In  the  other  cases  the  point  is  directly 
decided. 

3.  In  what  respect,  then,  is  the  act  of  April  14,  1866, 
unconstitutional  ? 

So  far  as  we  know,  it  has  been  attacked  upon  the  follow- 
ing somewhat  numerous  grounds : 

1.  Eecause  it  interferes  with  the  obligation  of  contracts. 
2.  Because  it  deprives  persons  of  their  property.  3.  Because 
it  violates  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  by  prevent- 
ing the  sale  of  imported  liquors.  4.  Because  the  law  con- 
fers legislative  powers  upon  the  board  of  excise.  5.  Because 
*  it  makes  criminal  an  act  innocent  in  itself.  6.  Because  it 
deprives  persons  of  liberty  without  due  process  of  law.  7. 
Because  of  the  provision  for  the  appointment  of  the  board. 
8.  Because  it  introduces  new  rules  of  evidence.  9.  Because 
so  far  as  Westchester  is  concerned,  it  is  a  prohibitory  law. 
10.  Because  the  moneys  raised  are  unconstitutionally  appro- 
priated.   11.  Because  there  is  no  sufficient  repealing  clause. 
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12.  Because  the  title  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  constitu- 
tion. 13.  Because  it  prevents  a  man  from  giving  away  his 
own  property.  14.  Because  it  interferes  with  the  free  enjoy- 
ment of  Sunday.  15.  Because  it  makes  what  are  designa- 
ted as  geographical  crimes.  16.  Because  part  of  the 
moneys  raised  are  to  be  expended  out  of  the  county  and  dis- 
trict in  which  they  are  raised.  17.  Because  it  confers  judi- 
cial powers  on  tlie  board.  18.  Because  the  jurisdiction  of 
ihe  inspector  of  excise  is  more  extensive  than  that  of  the 
board.  19.  Because  it  confiscates  property,  inasmuch  as  it 
forbids  giving  it  away  without  a  license,  and  provides  for  no 
license  for  giving  it  away.  20.  Because  it  requires  a  man 
to  close  his  premises. 

We  believe  these  are  the  only  points  on  which  it  has  yet 
been  claimed  to  be  unconstitutional. 
Let  us  examine  these  objections  in  detail : 
1.  As  to  interfering  with  the  obligation  of  contracts. 

(a)  So  far  as  there  is  anything  judicially  before  this  court, 
there  are  no  contracts  with  which  it  interferes. 

(b)  But  it  may  be  said  there  were  outstanding  licenses 
granted  under  the  law  of  1857,  which  had  not  expired  when 
the  law  of  1866  took  effect,  and  hence  the  latter  act  impaired 
the  obligation  of  these  contracts. 

To  this  we  make  several  replies : 

First.  A  Hcense  is  not  a  contract  within  the  meaning  of 
the  constitution  of  the  United  States.  This  is  so  both  bj 
the  very  meaning  of  the  word  license  and  by  the  decisions. 
A  hcense  cannot  be  property  or  the  subject  of  contract.  It 
cannot  be  assigned  or  taken  on  execution,  (State  agt. 
HdmeSy  33  New  Hamp.  225 ;  Colder  agt.  Kirhy,  5  Gray^ 
597 ;  Him  agt.  State^  1  Ohio  State  15 ;  Pkcden  agt.  Virginia^ 
8  Hoia.  Z7.  S.  167 ;  2  Parsons  on  Contracts.  538 ;  Parkinson 
agt.  Maryland,  14  Md,  184  •  Toledo  Bank  agt.  Bond,  1  Ohio 
State,  654.) 

Second,  Licenses  to  sell  liquors  are  a  portion  of  the  police 

system  of  the  state,  granted  in  the  exercise  of  its  poUce 

powers,  and  not  the  subject  of  contract  within  the  meaning 

of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States.     (  CoaJtes  agt.  May<yr, 

Voi^  XXXL  21 
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7  Cow,  585 ;  Stuyvesant  agt.  Mayor,  Id.  588 ;  Srici  Church 
agt.  Mayor,  5  Cow?.  538 ;  Mayor  agt.  Second  Ave,  B.  R,  Co. 
32  J\r.  7.  261,  272 ;  iS'.  (7.  hdow,  12  J66. 364,  374 ;  Mayor  agt. 
Brittan,  12  -466.  367,  369,  no^^c ;  State  agt.  Mayor,  3  iJt^cr, 
148  ;  Wynehamer  agt.  People,  13  -ST.  7.  378,  411,  j?er  John- 
son, J;  0%  Q^  New  York  agt.  JIftYn,  11  Peters  102,  138.) 

Third,  Even  were  these  powers  the  subject  of  contract,  it 
was  not  within  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  barter  them 
away.  Even  had  the  legislature  enacted  in  express  terms 
that  licenses  under  the  act  of  1857  should  be  irrevocable, 
they  could  not  thereby  have  bound  their  successors.  (BuU 
Jer  agt.  Penn,  10  How,  U,  S,  416 ;  Thcyrpe  agt.  B.  &  B.  B.  B. 
Co,  27  Vermont,  141 ;  Brewster  agt.  Hough,  10  N,  H,  138 ; 
Mott  agt.  Penn,  B,  B,  Co.  30  Penn,  9  ;  Charles  Biver  Bridge 
agt.  Warren  Bridge,  11  Pet,  548 ;  People  agt.  Mayor,  32  Barb. 
112 ;  2  Parsons  on  Contracts,  538 ;  East  Hartford  agt.  Hart- 
ford Bridge  Co.  10  How.  U.  8.  533.) 

Fourth,  But  the  Ucenses  xmder  the  act  of  1857  are,  by  the 
very  terms  of  the  act,  revocable,  and  the  power  of  revoca- 
tion thus  reserved  may  be  exercised  by  the  legislature  as 
well  as  by  the  court,  for  it  is  to  be  remembered,  that  in  such 
cases  every  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  retention  of  power 
by  the  state  and  against  the  grantee.  (2  B,  S,  5th  Ed,  940, 
§  5 ;  Laws  of  1857,  Chap.  628,  §  4 ;  Jefferson  Branch  Bank 
agt.  Skeay,  1  Black.  U.  S.  446.) 

Fifth.  It  is  by  no  means  clear  that  the  act  of  1866  even 
attempted  to  revoke  the  licenses  granted  under  the  act  of 
1857. 

Sixth.  Granting  that  the  licenses  under  the  act  of  1857 
were  valid  contracts,  which  the  law  of  1866  undertook  to 
revoke,  and  that  this  could  not  constitutionally  be  done,  this 
still  does  not  invalidate  the  whole  law.  It  is  still  valid  as  to 
all  but  those  having  unexpired  licenses  under  the  act  of 
1857,  while  such  persons,  if  indicted  for  violations  of  the  act 
of  1866,  have  only  to  produce  their  licenses.  This  is  a  very 
different  case  from  the  law  of  1855,  in  its  operation  as  a  pro- 
hibitory law,  which,  it  was  held,  did  not  permit  a  distinction 
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between  liquors  on  hand  at  the  time  of  its  passage  and  those 
procured  afterwards.    (See  Goses  already  cited.) 

2.  As  to  depriving  persons  of  their  property  without  due 
process  of  law — 

We  answer  that  no  one  is  dcywit;cd  of  his  property.  No 
property  is  taken.  Its  use  only  is  regulated,  and  such  regu- 
lation is  perfectly  constitutional.  Eveiy  license  law  that 
ever  was  passed,  every  health  law,  and  thousands  of  laws 
and  municipal  regolations,  do  this.  (  Wynehamer  agt.  Peo- 
ple, 3  Kern.  386,  398,  401,  422,  435  ;  People  agt.  Toynhee,  3 
Parher*8  Grim.  R,  per  Selden,  «/.,  515,  per  Hubbabd,  Jl,  552 ; 
Brick  Church  agt.  Mayor,  5  Coto,  538 ;  Coatea  agt.  Mayor,  7 
Cow.  585 ;  State  agt.  Mayor,  3  Duer,  148 ;  Orant  agt.  Cour^ 
ter,  24  Barh.  232 ;  People  agt.  May(/r,  32  Barb.  112 ;  Beecher 
agt.  Farrar,  8  AUen  Mass.  R.  325 ;  Baker  agt.  Boston,  12 
Pick.  184 ;  East  Hartford  agt.  Hartford  Bridge  Co.  10  How. 
U.  S.  R.  533 ;  Coinmonwealth  agt.  Alger,  7  Cuah.  Mass.  63, 
84 ;  Commonwealth  agt.  Tewkesbery,  11  Met.  Mass.  55.) 

The  so-called  boat  law  of  1866,  under  which  convictions 
have  been  had  in  this  city,  is  an  instance  of  a  similar  regu- 
lation. 

3.  As  to  violating  the  constitution  of  the  United  States. 
This  act  does  precisely  what  the  supreme  court  of  the 

United  States  has  held  legal.  (License  Cases,  5  How.  U.  S* 
R.  504 ;  Brown  agt.  Maryland,  12  Wheat.  419,  441 ;  People 
agt.  Huntington,  ^  N.  Y.  Legal  Obs.  187  ;  Smith  agt.  People, 
1  Parker's  Crim.  R.  583.) 

In  the  license  cases  (5  How.),  the  laws  of  the  states  forbade 
sales  in  less  quantities  than  28  gallons.  There  was  no  excep- 
tion of  imported  liquors,  and  yet  the  laws  were  held  consti- 
tutionaL 

Moreover,  the  United  States  law  does  not  allow  importa- 
tions in  quantities  smaller  than  five  gallons,  and  sales  of 
that  amount  are  not  affected  by  the  law  of  1866. 

4.  As  to  conferring  legislative  powers.  The  only  powers 
objected  to  are  the  right  to  fix  the  license-fee  at  any  sum 
from  130  to  $250. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  constitution  forbidding  this.    All 
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that  is  forbidden  is  devolving  upon  the  people  of  the  state 
the  legislative  power.  (Bank  of  Rome  agt.  Village  (f  Borne, 
B  N.  Y.  U;  Starin  agt.  T(yum  (^  Geneva,  23  N.  Y.U6; 
Mayor  agt.  Byan,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  371 ;  Tanner  agt.  Trustees 
of  Jlbim,  6  EiU,  121,  131;  Stokes  agt.  Carpenter,  14 
Wend.  88.) 

5.  As  to  ma.king  criminal  acts  which  are  innocent  in 
themselves. 

Where  is  there  any  provision  of  the  constitution  forbid- 
ding this? 

The  11th,  12th  and  13th  sections  have  been  especially 
objected  to.  Similar  provisions  are  to  be  found  in  almost 
every  excise  law  that  has  ever  been  passed  in  this  state. 
{See  Law  of  March,  1788,  chap.  48 ;  Lato  of  1832,  chap.  135.) 

The  bottle  act,  so-called,  which  made  an  innocent  act 
criminal,  has  been  upheld  by  the  court  of  appeals  {People 
agt.  MuUins,  34  K  Y.  398). 

6.  Because  it  deprives  persons  of  lib^ty  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law. 

The  10th,  19th  and  20th  sections  are  especially  objected 
to. 

The  10th  section  simply  gives  the  owner  of  premises 
power  to  clear  them,  that  is,  to  revoke  the  permission  under 
which  persons  came  there,  a  power  he  had  without  the  law^ 
and  which  it  is  not  unconstitutional  to  put  into  a  statute,  or 
to  authorize  the  police  to  assist  him  in  executing. 

The  19th  and  20th  sections  give  power  to  police  officers 
to  close  places  and  to  arrest  without  warrant. 

How  is  this  unconstitutional  ? 

An  officer  may,  independently  of  the  statute,  arrest  for  a 
felony  without  having  a  warrant,  even  if  he  did  not  see  the 
offense  commited  {Holly  ogt.  Mix,  3  Wend.  350). 

There  is  no  provision  in  the  constitution  forbidding  such 
an  exercise  of  this  power  as  given  in  those  sections. 

It  is  the  business  of  the  police  to  enforce  all  laws,  and  a 
power  to  arrest  "  forthwith,"  is  constitutionaL  If  it  is  held 
that  such  power  is  unconstitutional  when  the  officer  does  not 
see  the  offense  committed — which  we  deny — ^we  answer,  that 
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the  section  may  well  be  constnied  as  referring  only  to  offen- 
ses witnessed  by  the  officer,  and  that  if  such  construction  is 
necessary  to  uphold  the  section,  it  must,  on  the  principle 
Already  stated,  be  given  to  it.  In  the  same  way  as  to  clos- 
ing the  premises :  Is  it  not  constitutional  to  give  power  to 
the  police  to  close  a  place  where  a  riot  or  where  a  breach  of 
the  peace  is  in  progress,  and  does  tins  differ  in  principle  ? 

7.  As  to  the  mode  of  appointment  of  the  board. 

This  is  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  decision  of  the 
court  of  appeals  in  People  agt.  Draper  (15  N.  Y.  632) ;  Peo- 
ple agt.  Pickney  (32  N.  Y.  377). 

8.  As  to  the  introduction  of  new  rules  of  eyidence. 

It  will  be  difficult  to  find  anything  in  the  constitution  for- 
bidding this,  even  if  it  is  done. 

The  mineral  water  bottie  act  provided  that  mere  possech 
sion  of  bottles,  which  had  the  maker's  mark  on  them,  but 
had  been  sold  by  him,  should  be  evidence  of  criminality,  and 
this  has  been  sustained  by  the  court  of  appeals.  (Latos  of 
1860,  cA.  117 ;  Mxiaim  agt.  Pec^,  34  N.  Y.  398 ;  Hawi  agt 
BaVxm,  12  N.  Y.  541.) 

But  no  new  rule  of  evidence  is  introduced.  All  that  is 
required  is,  that  a  man  having  a  license  must  show  it  (§  6), 
and  such  is  the  rule  now.  {Potter  agt.  Deyo,  19  Wend.  361 ; 
Shddon  agt.  Clark^  1  Johns,  511 ;  Mayor  agt.  Maaon,  1  Abb, 
344.) 

9.  As  to  being  a  prohibitory  law,  so  far  as  Westchester 
county  is  concerned. 

A  reading  of  the  law  shows  that  the  whole  scope  and  pur- 
port is  to  exempt  Westchester  county  from  its  operation. 
The  wording  is  in  some  cases  awkward,  arising  from  the  fact 
that  the  law  as  originally  drawn  included  the  whole  metro- 
politan district,  but  was  amended  during  its  passage  through 
the  legislature  so  as  to  exclude  Westchester. 

10.  As  to  the  appropriation  of  the  moneys  raised. 
Article  7,  section  8  of  the  constitution  refers  to  moneys 

paid  out  of  the  state  treasury,  and  has  no  application  to  a 
ease  like  this. 
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This  is  more  like  the  case  of  fees  accruing  to  officers.  {See 
Hand  agt.  BaUoUy  3  Kern.  541). 

11.  As  to  the  repealing  clause. 

Had  it  been  wholly  omitted,  it  would  hardly  have  been 
contended  that  the  constitutionality  of  the  law  was  thereby 
affected,  and  its  introduction  certainly  does  no  more.  It 
provides  substantially  that  the  act  of  1857,  and  all  other 
acts,  so  far  as  they  are  inconsistent  with  the  act  of  1866, 
shall  haye  no  application  to  the  new  district  created. 

12.  As  to  title. 

(a)  It  accurately  and  strictly  describes  the  territory  included 
in  the  district.  It  is  all  within  the  metropolitan  police  dis- 
trict. 

(b)  There  is  no  requirement  of  the  constitution  as  to  the 
degree  of  particularity  to  be  used  in  this  respect.  {Brewster 
agt.  Syracuse,  19  2f.  Y.  117 ;  Sun  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Mayor, 
4  Seld.  241.) 

(c)  It  is  not  a  local  act  {PMHips  agt.  Mayor,  1  HUton,  483). 
{d)  It  does  not  embrace  more  than  one  subject,  and  that 

is  expressed  }n  its  title.  Every  provision  in  it  is  connected 
with  its  main  subject.  {Connor  agt.  Mayor,  1  Sdd.  285,  297 ; 
Thorp  agt.  Mayor,  31  Barb.  572 ;  Sun  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  agt 
Mayor,  4  Sdd.  240  ;*  People  agt.  Lawrence,  36  Barb.  177 ; 
Ovivxxter  agt.  Mayor,  18  How.  572 ;  Joyce  agt.  Mayor,  20 
How.  439.) 

(e)  Even  if  it  embrace  more  than  one  subject,  that  does 
not  render  the  whole  law  void.  {FishhiU  agt.  F.  &  B.  Plank' 
road  Co.  22  Barb.  634 ;  People  agt.  S^me.,  27  Barb.  U5 ; 
People  agt.  McCann,  16  N.  Y.  58  ;  Peopie  agt.  Latvrence,  36 
Barb.  177, 184.) 

13.  As  to  preventing  the  giving  away  of  property. 

This  is  merely  a  provision  against  publicly  giving  away, 
obviously  inserted  to  prevent  evasion  of  the  law.  "striped 
pigs,"  and  the  hke. 

14.  As  to  Sunday. 

The  provisions  of  the  law  are  strictly  constitutional,  and 
moreover,  are  the  same  in  substance  as  are  contained  in  the 
act  of  1857,  the  constitutionality  of  which  has  been  affirmed 
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by  the  court  of  appeals.     (21  N.  Y.  173  ;  LindenmuUer  agt. 
People,  33  Barb.  548 ;  Peojie  agt.  Hoyrn,  20  How.  76.) 

15.  As  to  ''  geographical  crimes/'  by  which  is  meant  mak- 
ing it  a  crime  to  do  in  the  district  created  that  which  is  not 
criminal  out  of  it. 

The  law  of  1845  (chap.  300),  and  of  1846  (chap.  14),  left  it 
to  the  people  in  each  town  to  decide  whemer  the  license 
system  should  apply  to  them,  and  no  one  ever  contended 
that  in  this  making  *'  geographical  crimes  "  it  was  unconsti- 
tutional. But  as  to  this  objection,  WUliams  agt.  People  (24 
N.  Y.  405,  407),  is  conclusive. 

16.  Because  it  provides  for  expending  a  part  of  the  moneys 
outside  of  the  town  and  district  in  which  it  is  raised. 

If  the  objection  is  that  a  portion  of  the  moneys  raised 
goes  to  the  inebriate  asylum  at  Binghamton,  is  it  unconsti- 
tutional that  a  business  which  tends  to  make  drunkards 
should  contribute  to  cure  them,  especially  since,  as  there  is 
a  similar  provision  in  the  law  of  1857,  the  rule  is  general 
throughout  the  whole  state  ? 

If  the  objection  is  that  moneys  raised  from  the  Hquor 
dealers  in  the  country  towns  in  Queens  county,  where  there 
is  no  metropolitan  police  force,  goes  to  the  support  of  that 
force,  the  reply  is,  that  this  is  nowhere  forbidden  in  the  con- 
stitution, and  that  this  may  have  been  a  mode  adopted  by 
the  legislature  to  induce  those  towns  to  avail  themselves  of 
power  given  them  to  have  the  metropolitan  police  extended 
to  them. 

17.  Because  it  confers  judicial  power. 

The  only  power  of  this  nature  which  is  conferred  is  thai 
of  revoking  licenses.  It  needs  only  a  statement  of  the  case 
to  show  the  absurdity  of  this  objection  (But  see  SiU  agt.  Ft^ 
hge  of  Corning,  15  N.  Y.  297). 

18.  As  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  inspector  of  excise. 

He  is  ( §  2 )  to  be  in  the  metropolitan  police  district,  and 
to  be  charged  with  such  duties  as  the  board  "  can  and  shall 
delegate  to  him."  As  they  have  no  duties  or  powers  in 
Westchester,  they  can  delegate  none  to  him  there,  hence  his 
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power  is,  geographicallj  speaking,  only  co-extensive  with 
theirs. 

19.  Because  the  law  provides  for  no  license  to  give  awaj 
Uqnor,  and  yet  forbids  it  to  be  given  away  without  a  license. 

As  aJready  shown,  it  only  forbids  the  pubUcly  giving 
away.  A  Ucense  is  provided  to  "  dispose  of  "  liquors.  Is  not 
giving  away,  disposing  of  them? 

20.  Because  it  requires  a  man  to  close  his  place  of  busi- 
ness  on  Sunday  and  at  certain  honrs.  and  it  is  said  his  place 
of  business  may  be  his  house,  to  which  he  must  have  access. 

No  man  is  obliged  to  rent  his  house  as  a  liquor  shop,  and 
if  he  chooses  to  do  so,  he  subjects  himself  to  all  the  incon- 
veniences attached  to  that  business. 

Moreover,  the  law  is  to  be  construed  reasonably,  and  not 
to  mean  that  a  man  cannot  have,  access  to  his  residence. 
He  must  close  it  as  a  place  of  business. 

After  this  minute  examination  of  the  objections,  it  is  to  be 
^remarked,  that  even  if  those  numbered  3,  4,  5,  6,  8,  9, 10, 
11, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 19  and  20  are,  one  or  all,  held  to  be 
unconstitutional,  such  a  conclusion  in  no  manner  affects  the 
remainder  of  the  law,  and  therefore  in  no  way  benefits  the 
plaintiff. 

In  this  connection  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  most  of  the 
objections  proceed  upon  an  erroneous  idea  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  this  state.  It  assumes  that  the  legislative  power  is 
more  limited  than  it  is.  The  legislature  has  all  the  power 
not  expressly  withheld  from  it  by  the  constitution,  and  any 
one  objecting  that  a  law  or  provision  is  unconstitutional, 
must,  therefore,  point  out  the  clause  that  is  infringed.  (Leg- 
gett  agt.  Hunter,  19  N,  Y,  456,  and  cases  cited ;  People  agt. 
MorreU,  21  Barb.  563;  Butler  agt.  Palmer,  1  HiTl,  324; 
Bloodgood  agt.  M.  &  H.  R,  R.  Co.  18  Wend.  9 ;  Burch  agt. 
Netvbury,  10  N.  Y.  392 ;  Grant  agt.  Courier,  24  Barb.  238.) 

The  provisions  in  the  act  of  1866  most  strenuously  objected 
to,  are  nearly  all  to  be  found  in  former  excise  laws. 

Section  8  is  substantially  in  the  law  of  1857.  Section  11 
in  that  of  1788.  Section  12  in  those  of  1822  and  1857. 
Section  13  in  that  of  1857,  and  so  on. 
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Even  if  those  holding  licenses  under  the  act  of  1857,  had 
had  valid  contracts  ^hich  the  legislature  could  not  impair, 
they  could  consent  to  surrender  and  waive  them,  and  by 
seeking,  accepting  and  paying  for  licenses  under  the  law 
of  1866,  they  waived  any  rights  under  their  former  licenses. 
{Embury  agt.  Connor^  3  Comet.  518 ;  People  agt.  Murray^  5 
jEfifH,  488  ;  Baker  agt.  Brannan,  6  Hill,  47.) 

In  the  civil  cases  the  following  additional  points  were 
urged: 

Even  if  the  plaintiff  has  acquired  a  vested  right  under  his 
old  license,  and  had  not  waived  it,  the  injunction  cannot  be 
sustained. 

1.  Because  an  injtmction  will  not  lie  to  interfere  with  the 
powers  granted  to  the  board  of  excise  after  they  have  exer- 
cised  them.  Their  proceedings  may,  perhaps,  be  reviewed 
upon  certiorari,  but  pending  their  exercise  they  cannot  be 
interfered  with  by  injunction.  {Leigh  agt.  Weatervelt,  2  Duer, 
p.  618  ;  Ex  parte  Persons,  1  HiU,  p  655.) 

2.  An  injunction  will  not  lie  against  the  officers  of  the 
state,  though  the  court  may  believe  the  law  unconstitutional 
{Tliompson  agt.  Commissioners,  2  Ahb,  250). 

3.  Because  no  injunction  lies,  where  there  is  a  good  remedy 
at  law,  and  this  is  so  since  the  union  of  law  and  equity  in  the 
same  court.  {Mayor  agt.  Merseroie,  26  Wend.  132 ;  N.  Y. 
Life  Insurance  Co.  agt.  Supervisors,  4  Duer,  198 ;  Thompson 
agt.  Commissioners,  2  Abb.  250;  Chemical  Bank  agt.  Mayor, 
1  Abb.  79;  Heytoood  agt.  Buffalo,  14  N.  Y.  534;  AUbany 
Northern  Railroad  agt.  Browndl,  24  N.  Y.  348.) 

(a)  Plaintiff  has  a  perfect  remedy  at  law  if  arrested,  and 
his  views  of  the  law  are  correct,  he  can  plead  them  and  be 
discharged  {Sterman  agt.  Kennedy,  15  Abb.  204). 

(b)  It  is  not  a  case  in  which  equity  interferes  to  prevent  a 
multiplicity  of  suits.  ( West  agt.  Mayor,  10  Paige,  539 ; 
Jerome  agt.  Boss,  7  Johns.  Ch.  336;  Bouton  agt.  City,  15 
Barb.  392). 

(cj  Nor  is  it  a  case  of  irreparable  injury  ;  and  even  if  it 
was,  it  must  be  an  irreparable  injury  to  the  freehold  which 
justifies  the  interference  of  equity.     ^  Gilbert  agt.  Midde,  4 
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Sand.  Ch.  357  ;  Heytvood  agt.  City  of  Buffalo,  14  N.  7.  534  ; 
Jerome  agfc.  Ross,  7  Johns.  Ch.  331 ;  Mutual  Benevolent  Life 
Insurance  Co.  agt.  Supervisors,  33  Barh.  22 ;  Thompson  agt. 
Matthews,  2  Edv>.  212.) 

^c^j  If  the  defendants  arrest  the  plaintiff,  close  his  place, 
or  do  any  other  similar  act  without  authority  of  law,  it  will 
be  a  mere  trespass,  and  an  injunction  does  not  lie  to  prevent 
that.  (Mayor  agt.  Connover,  5  Abb.  171 ;  Jerome  agt.  Boss, 
7  Johns.  Ch.  331 ;  Bouton  agt.  City,  15  Barb.  392,  394 ;  Fan 
JRensselaer  agt.  Oriswdid,  3  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  94.) 

4.  The  plaintiff  is  seeking  not  a  right,  but  is  appealing  to 
the  equitable  consideration  and  powers  of  the  court.  He 
should,  therefore,  come  with  clean  hands.  But  it  appears 
that  since  the  injunction  was  granted,  he  has  openly  and 
flagrantly  violated  the  laws  of  the  state,  laws  which  were  as 
binding  upon  him  under  the  act  of  1857  as  under  that  of 
1866.  He  has  used  the  process  of  the  court  to  protect  him 
m  violating  laws  which  this  court  with  others  is  bound  to 
enforce.  The  court  should  not  longer  stay  the  arm  of  the 
criminal  law. 

LoTT,  J.  It  appears  by  the  return  to  the  habeas  corpus  in  the. 
matter,  that  De  Yaucene  is  in  custody  on  a  complaint  on  oath 
made  to  a  pohce  justice,  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  alleging 
that  he,  the  said  De  Vaucene,  did  on  the  10th  day  of  July, 
1866,  at  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  imlawfuUy  sell  and  dispose  of 
a  quantity  of  strong  and  spiritnous  Uquors,  to  wit :  a  glass 
of  applejack  whiskey,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  third 
and  eighth  sections  of  an  act  entitled  an  act  to  regulate  the 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  within  the  metropoUtan  police  dis- 
trict of  the  state  of  New  York,  passed  April  14, 1866. 

None  of  the  facts  alleged  in  the  return  are  denied,  and  it 
becomes  necessary  for  the  proper  understanding  and  con- 
sideration of  its  effect  to  refer  to  some  of  the  provisions  of 
the  act  mentioned  in  the  complaint.  The  first  section  of  it 
constitutes  and  creates  the  persons  who  are  and  from  time 
to  time  shall  be  commissioners  of  the  metropolitan  board  of 
health,  a  board  of  excise  in  and  for  the  metropolitan  police 
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district,  excepting  and  excluding  the  county  of  Westchester, 
and  declares  that  from  and  after  the  passage  of  this  act  they 
alone  shall  possess  the  powers  and  perform  the  duties  of 
commissioners  of  excise  within  said  metropolitan  police  dis- 
trict, except  in  said  county  of  Westchester. 

The  third  section  then  declares  that  from  and  after  the  1st 
day  of  May,  1866,  no  person  or  persons  shall  within  the  said 
metropolitan  police  district,  exclusive  of  the  county  of  West- 
chester, pubhcly  keep  or  sell,  give  away  or  dispose  of  any 
strong  or  spirituous  liquors,  wines,  ale  or  beer,  in  quantities 

NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Oeoboe  W.  Hall,  plainUff,  agt.  Jackbox  S.  Schultz,  Williabd  Paeksb,  Johit  0. 
Ston£,  James  Cbaks,  John  Swinbubite,  Thomas  C.  Actox,  John  G.  Beboen, 
Benjamin  F.  Maniebbe  and  Joseph  S.  Boswobth,  commissioners  of  the  metro- 
politan board  of  health,  as  snch  claiming  to  constitute  a  board  of  excise,  in  and 
for  the  metropolitan  police  district  of  the  state  of  Now  York,  excepting  and 
excluding  the  county  of  Westchester.  The  (alleged)  board  of  excise,  in  and  for 
the  metropolitan  police  district  of  the  state  of  New  York,  excepting  and  exclud- 
ing the  county  of  Westchester,  Thomas  C.  Acton,  Joseph  S.  Boswobth,  John 
O.  Beboen  and  Benjamin  F.  Maniebbe,  commissioners  of  the  metropolitan 
police,  of  the  metropolitan  police  district  of  the  state  of  New  York,  "  the  board 
of  metropolitan  police  of  the  metropolitan  police  district  of  the  state  of  New 
York,**  John  A.  Kennept  and  Nathaniel  B.  Mills,  defendants. 

John  Gbaham, /or  pZaiti^. 

Chables  Tbacy,  Geobqe  Bliss,  Jb.,  and  A.  J.  Yandebpoel,  for  defendants. 
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Paul  Falk  agt.  Same,  and  James  G.  Booabt,  instead  of  Nathaniel  B.  Mills. 

Henbt  L.  Cunton,  and  Stalleneoht  and  Haul,  for  plainUf. 

Chables  Tbact,  Geoboe  Bliss,  Jb.,  and  A.  J.  Yandebpoel, /or  dtfendants. 

The  complaints  in  these  cases  aUedged  that  the  defendants  were  the  board  of 
excise,  in  and  for  the  metropolitan  police  district  of  the  state  of  New  York,  and 
part  of  them  were  also  the  board  of  police ;  that  the  plaintifb  had  respectively 
licenses  granted  under  the  law  of  April  16, 1857,  for  which  they  paid  thirty  dollars 
each,  and  which  would  not  expire  till  July  5th,  1866 ;  that  the  defendants  were 
proceeding  to  enforce  the  act  of  April  11, 1866,  on  a  pretence  that  it  superseded 
the  former  law  and  all  licenses  g^ranted  under  it,  while  the  complaint  alleged  that 
the  act  was  itself  unconstitutional  and  void.  The  plaintifEs  further  alleged  that 
the  act  of  1866,  imposed  restrictions  upon  the  sale  of  liquors  which  were  not 
imposed  by  that  of  1857,  and  that  they  took  and  paid  for  their  licenses  under  the 
latter  act,  relying  upon  having  all  the  privileges  that  it  granted  for  the  entire 
period  of  the  licenses,  and  had,  in  reliance  upon  that,  purchased  a  large  quantity 
of  liquors  and  incurred  heavy  expenses ;  that  a  large  portion  of  their  business 
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of  less  than  five  gallons  at  a  time,  unless  as  he  or  they  may  be 
licensed  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  may  be 
permitted  by  it ;  and  the  fourth  provides  that  the  said  board  of 
excise  shall  be  subject  to  further  provisions  hereof ;  have  power 
to  grant  licenses  to  any  person  or  persons  of  good  moral 
character,  and  who  shall  be  approved  by  them,  permitting 
him  and  them  for  one  year,  from  the  time  the  same  shall  be 
granted,  to  sell  and  dispose  of  at  any  one  named  place  within 
the  said  metropolitan  police  district,  exclusive  of  the  county 
of  Westchester,  strong  and  spirituous  liquors,  wine,  ale  and 

and  profits  arose  from  sales  made  at  hours  and  days  when  the  law  of  1866,  for- 
bade sales  to  be  made.  Hall  claimed  no  right  to  sell  on  Sundays,  but  Falk  did. 
Falk  claimed  also  that  lager  beer  was  not  included  under  the  provisions  of  the 
law  of  1866.  Both  alleged  that  they  should  be  exposed  to  numerous  suits  and 
arrests,  and  would  sufier  irreparable  iiyuiy,  if  the  defendants  were  not  ezijoined 
from  enforcing  the  law  of  1866. 

The  plaintiffs  had  applied  for,  received  and  paid  for  licenses  Ihider  the  law  of 
1866,  but  alleged  that  they  had  done  it  under  compulsion. 

The  defendants  maintained  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  of  1866,  and  denied 
that  the  plaintifGs  would  suffer  any  irreparable  injury  if  that  law  was  enfbrced. 
In  FaU£*s  case  they  also  showed  by  afiBdavits,  that  pending  the  injunction  he  was 
keeping  his  place  open,  and  selling  liquors  on  Sunday  to  all  comers,  which  they 
claimed  was  a  violation  both  of  the  act  of  1866  and  of  1857.  The  defendants  also 
denied  that  there  was  any  compulsion  used  to  induce  the  plaintiffs  to  apply  for 
licenses  under  the  law  of  1866. 
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JxBZKiAH  Dbisooll  agt.  Sahb,  and  Thosnb,  captain  of  police,  instead  of  Jaicbb 

G.  BOGABT. 

John  MoEjesoir  and  Fbed.  Bvttb,  for  jpiaini\IJ^, 

ChabiiES  Tract,  Geobge  Buss,  Jb.,  and  A.  J.  Yandebpoel, /or  dtfendants. 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  briefly  these : 

The  plaintiff  is  engaged  in  selling  spirituous  liquors  in  small  quantities  to  be 
drank  on  the  premises.  He  does  not  keep  an  inn,  tavern  or  hotel.  He  has  no 
Uoense  fh)m  any  source.  The  defendants,  with  the  exception  of  Kennedy  and 
Cameron,  are  the  board  of  excise,  created  under  the  law  of  April  14, 1866.  The 
defendants,  Acton,  Bosworth,  Manierre  and  Bergen,  are  the  board  of  police.  The 
defendants,  Kennedy  and  Cameron,  are  officers  under  the  control  of  the  board  of 
police,  and  in  no  manner  subject  to  the  orders  of  the  board  of  excise. 

The  plaintiff  alleges  that  the  act  of  April  14, 1866,  is  unconstitutional  and  void ; 
that  the  several  defendants  have  combined  to  execute  it,  and  will,  by  repeated 
arrests,  and  by  closing  his  place  of  business,  inflict  upon  him  irreparable  injury. 
To  prevent  this  he  asks  the  equitable  interference  of  this  court  by  way  of  ix^uno- 
tion. 
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beer,  in  quantities  not  less  than  five  gallons  at  a  time,  upon 
receiving  a  license,  fees  to  be  fixed  in  their  discretion,  and 
which  shall  not  be  less  thap  $30  nor  more  than  $250. 

The  eighth  section  prohibits  the  sale  by  persons  having 
such  licenses  on  Sundays,  and  also  on  any  day  upon  which 
a  general  or  special  election  or  town  meeting  shall  be  held, 
i^ithin  one  quarter  of  a  mile  from  the  place  where  the  same 
shall  be  held. 

The  sixteenth  section  declares  that  every  person  who  shall 
violate  any  of  the  previous  provisions  of  the  said  act,  shall 
for  such  offense  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  on  convic- 
tion thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  less  than  $30 
nor  more  than  $100,  or  with  imprisonment  for  not  less  than 
ten  days  nor  more  than  thirty  days,  or  by  both  such  fine  and 

The  defendants  deny  all  the  plaintiflTs  allegations  as  to  irreparable  injury ;  they 
show  that  they  have  not  seized  and  taken  possession  of  the  plaintiff's  place  of 
bosiness,  but  that  on  the  contrary,  the  defendant,  Kennedy,  the  ezecative  officer 
of  the  police,  has  especially  forbidden  this  to  be  done. 

The  defendants,  other  than  the  board  of  police,  Kennedy  and  Cameron,  deny 
that  they  have  anything  to  do  with  arresting  the  plaintiff  or  any  one,  or  with 
enforcing  the  act  of  April  14, 1866,  in  any  way.  They  deny  all  confederation  with 
the  other  defendants. 

The  allegations  of  unconstitutionality,  deprivation  of  lights  and  property,  &c., 
&c.,  are  all  denied  by  all  the  defendants. 

In  the  DiitcoU  ccLse  the  following  additional  point  was  also  urged  by  the  defend- 
ants' counsel : 

1.  The  plaintiff  has  no  standing  in  court  to  ask  its  equitable  interference. 
Even  if  his  position  is  coirect,  that  the  law  of  April  14,  1866,  is  unconstitutional 
and  void,  the  law  of  1857  remains  in  full  force,  and  the  plaintiff  is  in  constant  and 
flagrant  violation  of  that  act.  Yet  he  asks  this  court  to  protect  him  in  carrying 
on  that  identical  business.  In  other  words,  this  court  is  asked,  because  one  law 
is  alleged  to  be  unconstitutional,  to  protect  the  plaintiff  in  violating  another  act, 
the  constitutionality  of  which  has  been  affirmed  by  the  court  of  appeals.  ( Qyn^ 
nUssioners  of  Excise  of  Tompkins  Co.  agt.  Taylor,  21  N.  Y,  173 ;  Laws  qf  1857, 
VOL  2,  pages  410,  411,  §§  13,  14 ;  1  iJ.  S.  676,  §§  71,  72,  part  /.,  ch.  20,  tU.  8,  art  8 ; 
Laws  of  ISGOj  page  448,  §  42). 

These  laws  it  is  the  duty  of  the  police  to  enforce,  and  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  for- 
bid them  by  injunction.    ( Laws  of  1860,  pages  444,  445,  §§  29,  30.) 

It  is  contrary  to  law  and  to  equity  for  the  court  to  grant  him  an  injunction  or  to 
entertain  his  suit.  {Griffith  agt.  WeOs,  3  Denio,  226 ;  Bank  (/  JJ.  8.  agt.  Otoen, 
2  Pet.  627,  539 ;  Seneca  Co.  Bank  agt.  Lawb,  26  Barb.  595 ;  Thahnier  agt.  Biiink^- 
erhof^  20  Johns.  386,  397 ;  Pennington  agt.  Tincnsend,  7  Wend,  276,  280 ;  8coU 
agt.  Bftrton,  2  Ashmead,  312 ;  Biddle  agt.  Ash,  Id,  211 ;  Morse  agt.  Machias,  42 
Maine  119). 
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imprisonment,  and  in  addition  thereto,  shall  be  liable  to  a 
penalty  of  $50  for  each  offense,  recoyerable  in  a  civil 
action  in  the  name  of  said  board  of  excise ;  and  the  twen- 
tieth section  makes  it  the  duty  of  every  magistrate  to  enter- 
tain complaints  for  a  violation  of  the  provisions  of  this  act 
made  by  any  person  under  oath.  The  twenty-third  section 
provides  what  disposition  shall  be  made  of  the  license  fees 
and  penalties,  expressly  declaring  that  nothing  contained  in 
the  act  shall  divert  from  the  state  inebriate  asylum  such  pro- 
portion of  license  fees  as  is  now  set  apart  for  said  institution 
by  easting  laws. 

The  act  also  contains  several  provisions  prescribing  the 

Holt  agt.  ComnasioNXBS  of  Excise,  etc. 

Cabdozo,  J.  Immediately  on  the  Bnbmission  of  this  case,  being  convinced  that 
▼ery  little,  if  anything,  could  be  added  to  the  argument  of  the  distinguished  coun- 
sel for  the  plaintiff,  and  being  informed  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant, 
that  he  should  not  in  the  case  of  Falk  against  the  same  parties  argue  further  any 
of  the  points  which  had  been  discussed  in  this  case,  and  I  must  add  that  his  argu- 
ment already  made  had  exhausted  the  subject — and  the  case  being  one  of  great 
public  interest  and  importance,  I  commenced  the  examination  of  the  matter, 
putting  aside  all  other  engagements,  and  devoting  myself  to  it  night  and  day, 
except  when  actually  occupied  in  court,  but  intending  nevertheless,  to  withhold 
my  opiuion  until  the  Falk  case  had  been  finally  submitted  to  me.  But  the  pro- 
ceedings before  the  several  magistrates  yesterday  seem  to  demand  that  there 
should  be  no  further  delay,  and  that  I  should  make  known  the  results  of  my 
investigations,  and  I  therefore  proceed  to  express  my  views  as  follows : 

George  W.  Holt  agt.  Jackson  8.  SchuUZy  et  ol.— On  the  14th  of  April,  1866,  the  legis- 
lature of  this  state  passed  a  law  {Chap.  578  of  the  Laws  of  196G)y  entitled  "  an  act 
to  regulate  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  within  the  metropolitan  police  district 
of  the  state  of  New  York,"  by  the  third  section  of  which  it  is  provided  that  "from 
and  after  the  first  day  of  May,  1866,  no  person  or  persons  shall  within  the  said 
metropolitan  police  district,  exclusive  of  the  county  of  Westchester,  publicly 
keep,  or  sell,  give  away  or  dispose  of  any  strong  or  spirituous  Uquors,  wines,  ale 
or  beer,  in  quantities  less  than  five  gallons  at  a  time,  unless  as  he  or  they  may 
be  licensed,  pursuant  to  tl.e  provisions  of  this  act,  and  may  be  permitted  by  it." 

The  act  creates  a  board  of  excise— points  out  who  may  be  licensed,  how  appli- 
eation  for  Hcenses  shall  bo  made,  and  the  duties  of  those  who  may  become  lioen- 
Bed ;  and  compliance  with  its  requirements  is  enforced  by  very  stringent  provis- 
ions. By  the  16th  section,  it  is  declcred  that  every  person  who  shall  violate  "  any 
of  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  act" — ^to  some  of  which  I  have  referred— shall 
for  each  offense  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  on  conviction  shall  be  punished 
by  fine  or  imprisonment,  or  both.  The  act  contains  many  other  sections,  ttie 
constitutionality  of  some  of  which  is  disputed,  but  In  tiie  view  I  take  of  the  case, 
no  specific  mention  need  be  made  of  them. 

Prior  to  the  passage  of  this  law,  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  under  the  act  of  the 
legislature  of  April  16th,  1857,  {chap.  628,  p,  405),  and  in  conformity  with  its  pro- 
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duty  and  regulating  the  conduct  of  the  persons  who  may 
receive  licenses  under  the  said  act,  and  in  reference  to  the 
sale  and  other  disposition  of  strong  and  spirituous  liquors, 
wines,  ale  or  beer,  and  imposes  upon  sheriffs,  constables  or 
officers  of  the  police  the  duty  of  enforcing  the  said  act,  and 
confers  upon  them  certain  powers  for  the  execution  of  that 
duty  which,  in  the  view  I  have  taken  of  the  case,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  refer  to  in  detail,  and  concludes  by  declaring  that  all 
acts  and  parts  of  acts  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  the 
said  act  are  thereby  repealed,  so  far  as  the  same  shall  apply  to 
the  said  metropolitan  poHce  district,  except  the  county  of 
Westchester,  and  that  the  said  act  shall  take  effect  immedi- 
ately. 

Tisions,  procured  from  the  then  board  of  commissioners  of  excise  for  the  city  and 
connty  of  New  York,  a  license  as  ah  inn  keeper  "to  sell  strong  and  spirituous 
liquors  and  wines,  to  be  drank  in  his  house  and  on  his  premises,**  from  the  7th 
day  of  June,  1865,  until  that  hcense  should  "  expire  by  operation  of  law,  or  be 
revoked  for  a  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  aforesaid  act."  By  the  4th  section 
of  that  act,  all  licenses  "  when  issued  shall  be  in  force,  imless  revoked,  until  ten 
days  after  the  third  Tuesday  in  May  next  succeeding  the  granting  of  such  license, 
and  in  the  city  of  New  York  until  fifty  days  thereafter."  By  the  26th  section, 
which  alone  confers  the  right  of  revocation,  the  court  of  sessions  is  authorized  in 
certain  cases,  and  upon  notice  to  the  party  interested,  "  to  inquire  into  the  cir- 
cumstances  and  to  revoke**  a  license  granted  to  a  person  violating  the  provisions 
of  the  act.  No  right  of  revocation,  except  for  cause,  and  to  be  exercised  in  the 
manner  I  have  mentioned,  is  reserved  by  the  act. 

To  procure  a  license  under  that  law  the  plaintiff  paid  the  sum  of  thirty  dollars, 
the  amount  required  of  him  by  the  then  board  of  commissioners — fixed  by  them 
under  and  pursuant  to  the  authority  conferred  by  the  second  section  of  the  stat- 
ute. More  than  two  months  of  the  period  specified  in  the  license  remained  unex- 
pired on  the  first  day  of  May  last,  and  no  provision  for  compensation  to  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  loss  of  the  unexpired  term  of  that  license  is  made  by  the  act  of  1866 ; 
nor  is  there  any  clause  in  it  saving  the  rights  of  persons  whose  hconsos  had  not 
then  expired.  Under  these  circumstances  the  plaintiff  has  filed  his  complaint, 
setting  forth  substantially  the  matters  I  have  qientioned,  and  charging,  among 
other  things,  that  upon  the  faith  of  the  license  under  the  act  of  1857,  he  had 
bought-  a  large  stock  of  wines  and  liquors,  a  considerable  portion  of  which  yet 
remains  upon  his  premises  and  unsold  ;  that  he  wishes  and  intends  to  exercise 
the  powers  and  rights  which  he  claims  are  secured  to  him  by  his  first  license, 
and  to  prosecute  his  business,  notwithstanding  the  act  of  1866,  and  he  insists 
that  if  the  defendants,  or  any  of  them,  who  are  charged  with  the  execution  of  the 
last  mentioned  statute,  should  cause  him  to  be  arrested,  as  they  may  do,  for  each 
violation  of  its  provisions,  which  will  be  very  numerous,  he  will  sustain  great  and 
irreparable  injury.  A  temporary  injunction  restraining  any  faiterference  with  the 
plaintiff  or  his  business,  upon  the  part  of  he  defendants,  by  virtue  or  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  act  of  1866,  was  granted  by  me  and  argument  has  been  made  by  die- 
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It  appears  to  have  been  passed  on  the  Hth  day  of  April, 
1866,  and  bad,  if  valid,  taken  effect  when  the  act  complained 
of  was  committed.  I  have  already  stated  that  none  of  the 
allegations  in  the  return  were  denied,  and  I  here  add  that  it 
was  admitted  by  the  counsel  of  De  Yaucene  on  the  argu- 
ment, that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaint made  against  him,  he  had  no  license  from  any  excise 
board  whatever  authorizing  him  to  make  such  sale,  but  he 
claimed  and  insisted  that  the  act  referred  to  therein,  was 
unconstitutional  and  wholly  void,  and  that  consequently  such 
sale  did  not  constitute  an  offense  for  which  he  could  be  taken 
or  detained  in  custbdy. 

tingniHhed  comisel  upon  both  sides,  upon  a  motion  to  continue  it  until  final  judg- 
ment in  the  action. 

With  the  question,  whether  the  act  of  1866  be  wise  or  impolitic— whether  it  be 
calculated  to  advance  or  to  retard  and  prejudice  the  cause  of  temperance,  I  hare, 
in  my  judicial  capusity,  nothing  to  do.  To  all  arguments  on  those  matters,  and 
similar  considerations,  I  have  only  to  apply  the  spirit  of  the  remarks  which  I 
made  on  another  occasion,  when  it  was  argued  that  only  a  certain  view  of  a  legal 
proposition  **  would  satisfy  the  public."  I  said  then,  and  I  say  now,  "the  ques- 
tion is  not  what  will  satisfy  the  public,  but  what  does  the  law  demand  ?  With 
that  everybody  must  and  will  be  satisfied — ^for  that  is  the  law,.and  ours  is  a  law- 
abiding  community." 

Oonsiderations  of  policy  must  be  addressed  to  the  legislature,  not  to  those  who 
are  charged  with  the  duty  of  expounding  its  enactments.  I  am  sacredly  abligsr 
ted  impartially  to  ascertain  the  law  according  to  my  best  judgment,  and  when  I 
have  thus  arrived  at  a  conclusion  I  am  similarly  bound  to  declare  it,  whatever  it 
or  its  consequences  may  be. 

Three  principal  questions  arise  in  this  case. 

First,  Whether  the  plaintiff  has  such  an  interest  as  entitles  him  to  a  standing 
in  court. 

Second.  If  he  has,  whether  the  remedy  by  injunction  is  appropriate ;  and  lastly, 
and  most  important,  whether  the  act  of  1866  is  unconstitutionaL 

The  defendants  object  that  the  plaintiff,  by  applying  for  and  accepting  a  license 
under  the  present  act,  has  surrendered  any  rights  he  might  have  had  under  his 
previous  license,  and  that  therefore,  he  cannot  maintain  this  action ;  and  of 
course,  if  it  be  true  that  he  must  ultimately  be  defeated  in  the  suit,  the  prelim- 
inary injunction  should  be  dissolved.  But  I  cannot  concur  with  the  learned  coun- 
sel for  the  defendants  that  any  such  surrender  has  been  shown.  It  is  not  sug- 
gested that  any  formal  release  was  executed  by  the  plaintiff,  nor  that  the  license 
was  ever  delivered  up  to  the  defendants ;  but  I  am  asked  to  infer  its  surrender 
firom  tho  mere  fact  of  applying  for  a  license  under  the  statute  in  question.  This 
I  think  imwarrantable.  The  plaintiff's  application  under  the  new  statute  was 
not  incompatible  with  an  intention  to  assert  the  validity  of  his  old  license.  It 
was  a  precautionary  act.  If  his  old  license  were  constitutionally  destroyed  by  the 
recent  legislation,  he  needed  a  new  one.  If  the  new  statute  were  void,  he  could 
not  give  it  vitality.    He  would  get  nothing  by  a  grant  under  a  void  law,  but  he  lost 
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limited  district  of  the  state,  but  it  relates  to  a  subject  affect- 
ing the  general  welfare  and  interest  of  the  whole  state,  and 
not  of  that  district  only.  At  the  time  of  its  passage  the 
excise  act  of  1857  {chapter  628  of  Latos,  1857),  entitled  "  an 
act  to  siippress  intemperance  and  to  regulate  the  sale  of 
intoxicating  liquors,'*  which  was  applicable  to  the  whole 
state,  was  in  full  force,  and  it  is  apparent  from  the  provis- 
ions of  the  act  in  question,  that  its  general  scope  and  object 
were  to  alter  the  general  law  in  reference  to  the  board  of 
excise,  and  to  the  other  matters  in  which  they  are  inconsist- 
ent. The  effect  of  the  change  is  to  regulate  a  subject  of 
vital  interest  and  importance  to  the  whole  community  by 

still  it  may  be  well  to  cite  a  few  passages  from  Judge  Stobt's  work  on  equity 
Jorisprudcnoe,  which  appear  to  be  directlj  in  point  in  this  case.  It  should  be 
remembered  that  this  action  seeks  to  protect  property.  Its  object  is  to  prerenfe 
irreparable  damage  to  the  business  of  the  plaintiff,  which,  notwithstanding  the 
opposing  affidavit,  the  court  must  see,  will  foUow,  if  he  be  interfered  with  as  pro- 
Tided  by  the  act  in  question.  Such  an  intcrforcnce  amounts  to  a  nuisance,  which, 
it  i9  well  settled,  will  be  restrained  when  private  individuals  suffer  an  injury  dis- 
tinct from  that  of  the  pnblic  in  general. 

In  section  926  of  his  work  on  equity  jurisprudence,  Judge  Stoh;  says :  "  "Where 
the  injury  is  irreparable,  as  w*  <)re  loss  of  health,  loss  of  trade,  destruction  of  the 
means  of  subsistence,  or  pernianent  ruin  to  property,  may  or  will  ensue  from  the 
the  wrongful  act  or  erection^in  every  such  case  courts  of  equity  will  interfere  by 
injunction  in  fdrtherance  of  justice  and  the  violated  rights  of  the  party."  Again 
in  section  928 :  "  It  is  upon  similar  grounds  that  courts  of  equity  interfere  in 
eases  of  tresspasses,  that  is  to  say,  to  prevent  irreparable  mischiefs,  or  to  suppress 
multiphcity  of  suits  and  oppressive  litigation."  Enough  I  think  has  been  quoted 
to  show  that  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  right  to  grant  an  injunction  to  protect 
the  property  of  the  plaintiff.  The  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants  erred  in 
■apposing  that  the  ca-ies  cited  by  hini  are  authorities  against  this  view,  or  sup- 
port his  position  that  iujunction  should  not  be  allowed,  even  if  the  statute  be  con- 
ceded to  be  unconstitutional.  On  the  contrary,  many  of  them,  as  well  as  the  case 
of  Wood  agt.  Draper  (4  Abb.  P.  12.),  decided  by  the  present  chief  judge  of  the 
eourt  of  appeals,  not  cited  by  the  counsel,  admit  that  the  remedy  by  injunction  is 
a  proper  one,  and  only  put  the  refusal  to  allow  it  upon  some  ground  or  defect  of 
parties  plaintiff,  or  want  of  proper  allegations  in  the  complaint  Thus,  in  Wood 
agt.  Draper f  {»upra)  when  the  right  to  grant  an  injunction  was  asserted  and 
established,  it  was  refused  in  that  case,  because  it  was  hold  that  the  plaintiff, 
suing  simply  as  a  tax-payer,  and  having  no  interest  in  the  subject  matter,  except 
that  which  was  common  to  all  the  tax-payers  of  the  city,  could  not  maintain  an 
action  in  his  individual  name,  without  an  averment  that  the  suit  was  brought  on 
his  own  behalf,  and  "  also  on  behalf  of  all  others  having  a  like  interest."  Again, 
in  Thjomp8on  agt.  The  Commissioners  of  the  Canal  Fund,  which  was  also  a  suit  by 
a  taxpayer,  Mr.  Justice  MrrcHiciiL  said  that  relief  by  injunction  was  never  granted 
merely  to  prevent  an  officer  from  carrying  out  a  law  of  the  state  because  it  waa 
deemed  unconstitutional,  unless  some  equity  was  at  the  foundation  of  the  bill — 
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two  acts  instead  of  one,  and  it  is  substantially  the  same  in 
its  operation  as  a  single  law  would  be,  which  declared  that 
the  sale  of  ardent  and  spirituous  liquors  in  one  portion  of 
the  state  should  be  regulated  in  one  way  by  certain  regula- 
tions, atid  in  the  residue  in  another  way  by  different  regula- 
tions. 

If,  however,  it  be  conceded  that  the  act  is  a  local  one,  it  is 
nevertheless  valid.  It  does  not  embrace  more  than  one  sub- 
ject, which  is  the  regulation  of  the  use  of  ardent  and  spuit- 
uous  liquors,  wines,  ale  or  beer,  mentioned  in  the  act,  within 
the  metropolitan  police  district  and  exclusive  of  Westches- 
ter ;  its  different  provisions  all  tend  to  that  end,  and  the  title 

which  is  precisely  the  case  here.  Each  of  the  other  cases  cited  by  the  counsel 
irill  be  found,  upon  a  careful  examination,  to  be  either  foreign  to  the  present 
question  or  else  to  be  an  authority,  though  the  remedy  may  have  been  refased  in 
that  particular  instance,  for  asserting  the  propriety  of  allowing  it  whenever,  as 
here,  a  Hi  case  for  it  be  made. 

The  second  objection  taken  by  the  defendants'  counsel,  cannot,  therefore,  b« 
snstained. 

Is  the  act  of  1866  unconstitutional? 

Is  it  repugnant  either  to  the  prohibition  in  the  federal  constitution,  the  supreme 
law  of  the  nation,  which  prevents  any  state  from  passing  any  law  impairing  the 
obligation  of  a  contract  {art.  1,  §  10,  subdivision  1),  or  does  it  contravene  the 
ftmdimental  law  of  our  own  state,  which  declares  that "  no  person  shall  be 
deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law?"    (ArL  1,  §  6.) 

I  think  it  is  opposed  to  both.  I  shall  not  stop  to  examine  whether  the  act  under 
review  annuls  the  unexpired  licenses  issued  under  the  statute  of  1867.  The 
learned  counsel  upon  both  sides  concede  and  assert  that  it  does,  and  therefore,  I 
feel  at  liberty  to  assume  it  as  indisputable.  Nor  is  there  any  doubt  that  if  the 
third  section  of  the  statute  be  void  as  to  any  class  of  citizens,  that  it  is  void  as  to 
all ;  because  it  is  manifest  that  the  act  did  not  mean  to,  and  does  not  create  dif- 
ferent classes,  upon  some  of  whom  it  should  operate,  and  upon  some  of  whom  it 
should  not.  Nor  is  there  any  room  to  dispute  that  if  that  section  is  invalid,  as  it 
is  such  an  important  part,  and  indeed,  the  life  and  being  of  the  whole  scheme  of 
the  act,  without  which  all  the  other  provisions  would  be  futile,  the  whole  statute 
must  share  its  fate  and  be  declared  unconstitntionaL  That  these  views  respect- 
ing such  an  act  as  the  one  under  consideration  are  sound,  is  conclusively  eetab* 
lished  by  Wynehamer^s  case^  (13  N.  Y.  Beg,  378). 

The  sole  question,  then  is,  did  the  licenses  granted  under  the  act  of  1857  create 
such  a  contract  or  vest  such  rights  as  cannot  constitutionally  be  impaired  or 
revoked.  I  do  not  doubt  that  the  legislature,  under  its  inalienable  right,  might, 
notwithstandiDg  those  licenses,  have  passed  laws  which  should  regulate  the  sale 
of  liquor  under  them,  but  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that,  under  pretense  of 
regulation,  a  law  cannot  be  sustained  which,  like  the  present,  has  the  effect  to 
render  a  previous  grant  void.    This  is  not  regulation,  it  is  destruction. 

I  shall  not  review  or  express  my  views  of  the  decisions  of  courts  of  other  states 
which  were  cited  by  the  defendants*  counsel,  and  which  he  argaed  established. 
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sufficiently  expresses  that  subject.  Although  it  refers  to  the 
whole  of  the  metropolitan  district,  and  does  not  except  the 
county  of  Westchester,  that  omission  is  no  objection.  The 
district  does,  in  fact,  include  aU  the  territory  to  which  the 
act  especially  relates,  and  the  title  also  declares  in  general 
terms  that  the  act  regulates  the  sale  of  intoxicatiog  Hquors. 
This  is  sufficient ;  an  abstract  of  all  its  provisions  is  not 
necessary.  {See  The  Sun  Mutual  Insurance  Company  agt. 
The  Mayor,  dec.  of  Netv  York,  4  Selden,  p.  242 ;  and  Breiv- 
ster  agt.  The  City  of  Syracuse^  19  N.  Y.  Rep,  p.  117,  dkc.  ; 
see  also  The  People  agt.  The  Supervisors  of  Orange,  17  N. 
Y.  Rep.  p.  235.)    It  has  been  decided  that  if  any  subject  is 

that  each  licensee  as  those  in  question  conferred  no  vested  right,  but  were  revo- 
cable at  pleasure :  because,  however  learned  the  courts  pronouncing  them  havo 
been,  and  even  if  they  go  to  the  fall  extent  which  the  counsel  for  the  defendants 
contended  they  did,  I  cannot  receive  them  as  authority  in  this  state,  where  I 
understand  our  courts  to  have  clearly  and  plainly  decided  prindplee  with  which 
they  are  utterly  inconsistent.  Nmt  will  it  be  neoessaxy  to  consider  and  apply  the 
numerous  citations  from  the  elementary  books  and  the  decisions  of  the  ooorts  of 
the  United'  States,  which  were  urg^d  upon  me  by  the  learned  counsel  fat  tho 
plaintiff— many  of  which  bear  pointpdly  upon  the  question  involved— because  that 
the  license  was  property,  and  could  not  thus  be  annihilated,  can  be  demonstrated 
from  the  cases  decided  by  our  own  courts. 

Before  proceeding  further,  I  ought  to  remark  that  the  right  of  revocation  is 
only  claimed  by  the  defendants'  counsel  on  the  ground  Umt  the  oonstitational 
prohibition  has  "no  application  to  the  exercise  of  police  powers,"  which  he 
asserts  the  revocation  of  the  license  to  be.  It  is  not  pret^ided  that  the  plaintiff 
has  been  deprived  of  his  property  by  "  due  process  of  law,''  unless  tiiis  law  can 
be  upheld  upon  the  principle  mentioned,  and  therefore  the  sphere  of  examination 
necessary  to  the  determination  of  the  case,  is  very  greatly  restricted*  It  will  only 
be  material,  then,  to  inquire  whether  the  license  was  a  contract  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  federal  constitution,  or  property  within  that  of  the  constitation  of 
our  state ;  and  the  cases  which  I  now  cite  are  referred  to  simply  to  establish  the 
proposition  that  a  license  is  such  a  contract,  and  that  rights  acquired  under  it 
become  "  vested  rights." 

In  the  case  of  Wood  agt.  T%e  GUy  cf  Brootdyuy  before  cited.  Justice  Smoiro^ 
speaking  of  a  license  to  sell  liquor  which  had  be^  granted  to  the  plaintiff  in  that 
suit,  undor  the  state  law,  says :  "  For  this  the  law  required  him  to  pay,  and  he  no 
duubt  has  paid  a  compensation  to  the  city,  and  he  has  a  vested  right  to  the  priv- 
floges  which  it  confers  so  long  as  it  remains  in  force.  But  by  the  decision  of  the 
court  of  appeals  in  the  oase  of  Thus  Mayor  agt  The  Second  Avenue  B,  R,  Cb. 
(32  iV.  71  JRep.  p.  261),  reviewing  and  affirming  the  decision  of  the  general  term 
of  the  supreme  court  in  this  district,  this  point  has,  in  my  judgment,  been  passed 
upon  and  settled,  and  settled  so  as,  so  fiur  as  I  am  concerned,  to  be  conclusively 
adjudicated,  unless  and  untfl  the  court  of  last  resort  shall  see  fit  to  reconsider  it* 
opinion.  In  that  case  it  appeared  that  the  common  conndl  of  the  city  of  New 
York  had  authorized  the  construction  of  a  railroad  track  in  certain  streets  of  tba 
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embraced  in  the  act  which  is  not  expressed  in  its  title,  that 
does  not  render  the  act  void ;  it  is  still  valid  as  to  the  subject 
that  is  expressed  therein,  {The  Toum  cf  Fishkill  agt.  The 
FishkiIlandBeekma7}toion  Plankroad  Company,  22  Barb.  Rep, 
634;  The  People  9,^.  The  Same,  21  Id.  p.  445,  ffec;  The 
People  agt  McCann,  16  K  Y.  Rep.  p.  58,  dec. ;  Williams  agt. 
The  People,  24  Id .  p.  405,  (&c  ;  The  People  agt  Lawrence, 
36  Barb.  p.  184,  dc.) 

Second.  It  is  claimed  that  the  third  section  of  the  act 
divests  the  owner  of  his  property  without  due  compensation. 
Such  is  not  the  effect  of  its  provisions.  So  far  as  relates  to 
the  sale  of  liquors  specified  therein,  it  is  substantiallj  the 

dty,  and  the  running  of  cars  npon  it.  The  resolution  authorizing  the  grant 
required,  that  before  the  permission  should  take  effect,  the  grantees  should  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  the  mayor,  etc.,  "  to  abide  by  and  perform  the  stipula- 
tions and  .provisions  therein  contained,  and  also  aU  such  other  regulations  or 
ordinances,  as  may  be  passed  by  the  common  council  relating  to  said  railroad.*' 
The  suit  was  brought  to  recover  penalties  for  running  the  cars  without  paying  the 
annual  license  fee  which  an  ordinance  subsequently  passed,  require  should  be  paid 
for  every  passenger  railroad  car.  Opinions  that  the  license  fee  could  not  be  exacted, 
were  delivered  by  Justices  Glebex  and  Stjthebulnd,  of  the  supreme  com-t.  (See  21 
^010.  257.)  The  opinion  of  Judge  Sutheb£akd  is  so  dear  and  explicit,  and  con- 
tains language  so  much  more  apposite  to  the  present  case  than  I  could  select,  that 
I  shall  quote  several  of  its  passages.  He  starts  by  saying :  "  I  look  upon  the  ques- 
tions raised  by  the  demurrer  in  this  case  as  a  question  of  property,  of  vested 
rights,  resting  on  or  secured  by  grant  or  contract."  So  in  the  present  case,  the 
license  is  property— a  vested  right— and  as  Judge  Suthbbland  said  in  that  case, 
citing  DartmoiUh  OoHege  agt.  Woodioard  (11  Wheal,  611),  "  It  as  much  within  the 
protection  of  the  constitution  as  any  other  property  or  right  resting  on  or  derived 
firom  contract." 

Again,  the  judge  says  :  "  No  doubt  the  city  corporation  has  power  to  impose  a 
ft  license  fee  for  the  use  of  public  carriages,  but  he  concludes,  that  "  after  having 
licensed  a  public  carriage  for  a  certain  fee,  for  a  certain  term,  or  for  a  certain 
term  without  the  payment  of  any  fee,  it  has  no  right  during  the  term  to  impose 
the  condition  of  the  payment  of  an  additional  license  fee  in  the  former  case,  or 
of  any  fee  in  the  latter.  A  similar  question  was  presented  in  the  case 
of  the  mayor,  etc.,  against  the  Third  Avenue  Bailroad  Company  in  the  court  of 
appeals,  and  a  lik  e  disposition  was  made  of  it,  opinions  being  declared  by  Judges 
Pabkeb  and  Caupbell.  That  case  was  decided  in  September  term,  1865.  Now 
it  is  manifest  that  those  declarations  could  only  have  been  made  on  the  theory 
that  the  Ucense,  or  permission,  or  resolution,  whatever  it  was  termed,  was  a  con- 
tract which  could  not  be  impaired.  Other  cases  might  be  cited.  Does  the  pres- 
ent differ  in  principle  from  those  cases  ?  Not  at  alL  Did  not  the  state,  then,  make 
a  contract  with  the  plaintiff? 

The  legislature  created  commissioners  of  excise — ^it  authorized  them  to  grant 
hoenses  for  certain  periods  upon  payment  of  certain  sums  of  money ;  and  in  pur- 
suance of  that  authority,  the  state,  through  its  thus  created  agents,  for  a  vain- 
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same  as  the  old  excise  law,  and  is  merely  a  regulation  of 
such  sale,  and  it  is  entirely  different  from  the  prohibitory- 
law  entitled  "an  act  for  the  prevention  of  intemperance, 
pauperism  and  crime,"  which  was  declared  to  be  unconsti- 
tutional in  the  cases  of  Wynehamer  agt.  The  People  and  The 
PeopU  agt.  Toynbee  (3  Keman^  p.  378,  dc).  It  must  be 
deemed  as  a  settled  law  that  it  is  competent  for  the  legisla- 
ture to  regulate  the  sale  and  disposition  of  spirituous  liquors. 
That  principle  was  fully  recognized  by  the  court  of  appeals 
in  the  two  cases  last  cited,  and  cannot  now  be  questioned. 
Third.  It  is  insisted  that  certain  provisions  of  the  law 
TQgulating  the  conduct  of  persons  having  licenses,  and  giv- 

able  oonsideratioii,  conferred  upon  the  plaintifr  the  right  to  sell  liquor  tor  a  defi* 
nite  period. 

Is  it  possible  to  conceive  of  any  reason  why  that  shonld  be  less  binding  than  a 
deed  of  land,  executed  by  the  proper  officers  of  the  state,  would  be  ?  or  why  ihe 
legislature  should  or  could  have  the  power  to  annul  the  one  and  not  the  other? 
Whether  you  call  it  a  giant,  a  contract  or  a  license,  is  immateriaL  The  fiiith  of 
the  state,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  was  pledged  to  the  plaintiff,  that  he  might 
carry  on  a  certain  business  for  a  fixed  time,  and  he  can  no  more  be  deprived  of 
that  right  than  he  could  be  of  land  which  the  state  might  have  granted 
to  him  in  fee.  The  constitution  of  the  country  prevents  it,  and  common 
honesty  forbids  it.  The  use  of  it,  as  well  as  of  land  granted  by  the  state, 
might  be  regulated;  but  under  pretense  of  regulation,  all  use  of  either 
species  of  property  could  not  be  prevented.  But  all  use  of  the  plaintiff  *8  license 
is  prevented.  The  license  itself  is  annulled.  There  is  nothing  inconsistent  with 
these  views  in  any  of  the  cases  in  our  own  state  r^ied  upon  by  the  defendants. 
They  wore  all  cases  where  the  grant  remained  unrevoked,  the  use  only  b^ng 
regulated.  As,  for  instance,  in  the  oft-cited  case  of  The  Briek  Church  agt.  The 
Mayor  5  (Cbtcen,  538),  where  the  city  prohibited  premises  it  had  conv&yed  to  the 
plaintiffs  from  being  used  any  longer  as  a  cemetery.  That  was  a  legitimate  exer- 
cise of  police  power.  But  it  is  very  different  here.  The  plaintiff,  under  the  law 
purporting  to  regulate  the  sale  of  liquor,  has,  without  compensation,  been  abso- 
lutely deprived  of  property  for  which  he  paid  the  state  a  valuable  consideration. 

The  iz^ustice  of  any  other  principle  than  that  which  I  have  thus  maintained 
wiU  become  yet  more  palpable,  when  it  is  remembered  that  if  the  legislature 
oould  destroy  the  unexpired  term  of  the  plaintiff^s  license  when  it  had  but  sixty 
days  to  run,  it  might  equally  do  so  one  day  after  it  was  granted,  and  without 
returning  a  dollar  of  the  consideration  which  he  had  paid.  And  if  the  legislature 
may  thus  to-day  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  one  species  of  property,  it  may  to-morrow 
in  similar  manner  deprive  other  citizens  of  another  species.  There  would  be  no 
limit  to  its  destructive  power.  A  doctrine  ^^ich  might  lead  to  results,  or  support 
conduct  80  unfair  and  so  dangerous  to  aU  our  citizens,  should  not  be  sustained, 
unless  upon  the  most  explicit  adjudications  of  courts  whose  authority  is  binding 
and  conclusive. 

Upon  the  grounds  which  I  have  thus  stated,  without  elaborating  them  further, 
or  assigning  other  reasons  which  also  convince  my  mind  of  its  invalidity,  I  fe^ 
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ing  the  power  of  arqpst  to  public  officers,  and  to  close  and 
keep  closed  any  place  in  which  there  shall  have  been  anj 
violation  of  the  act,  are  unconstitutional,  and  that  the  entire 
act  is  therefore  void.  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  or  proper 
to  consider  or  express  any  opinion  on  these  questions.  Those 
provisions  are  distinct  and  have  no  necessary  connection 
with  that  under  which  the  question  is  raised  by  the  return 
in  this  case.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  law  invaUd  in  some  of 
its  provisions  may,  nevertheless,  be  vaUd,  and  enforced  as  to 
the  residue.  The  rule  on  that  question  is  well  stated  by 
Judge  Selden  in  the  case  of  The  People  agt.  Toynbee  (3 
Keman^p.  441).     He  there  says :  "The  general  rule  on  this 

constrained  to  declare  the  act  of  April  14th,  1866,  unconstitutional  and  whoU/ 
Toid ;  and  therefore  the  motion  to  continue  the  injunction  must  bo  granted. 


JznEMiAH  Dbiscoll  agt.  Jackson  S.  Sghtjltz  and  others. 

Gabdozo,  J.  I  do  not  intend,  at  present,  to  add  anything  to  the  reasons  which 
I  assigned  in  the  HdU  case  to  establish  the  invalidity  of  the  act  of  April  14,  1866. 
That  question  was  rightly  decided  on  the  argument,  and  must  be  regarded  as  rea 
adjudicaia  until  it  is  presented  to  the  general  term  ;  and  then  it  will  not  be  diffi- 
cult to  show  that  the  little  in  the  shape  of  legal  argument,  which,  however,  irregu- 
larly and  improperly,  has  been  attempted  to  be  advanced  against  it,  is  unsound 
and  fallacious,  alike  in  law  and  morals.  That  decision  effectually  disposes  of  th« 
present  case,  for  the  following  reasons :  The  complaint  here  charges  that  th« 
defendants,  under  pretence  of  an  alleged  statute  which  in  legal  effect  has  been 
declared  to  have  no  existence,  are  interfering  with  the  business  of  the  plaintifb  ; 
and  the  affidavits  read  in  opposition  to  the  motion  show  this  to  be  the  fact.  It  is 
not  claimed  that  aught  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint  to  show,  as  ths 
defendants  assert,  that  there  is  anything  unlawful  in  the  plaintifls'  occupation  ; 
and  the  defendants  acting  under  a  pretended  statute,  which  has  been  pronounced 
unconstitutional  and  void,  are  mere  trespassers,  and  cannot  be  heard  to  question 
the  legitimacy  of  the  plaintiff's  business,  or  his  right  to  carry  it  on.  The  doctrine 
is  too  familiar  to  every  lawyer  to  require  the  citation  of  an  authority.  The  motion 
to  continue, the  injunction  must  be  granted,  with  $10  costs.  If  the  phraseology 
of  the  injunction  should  need  amendation,  so  as  to  make  its  effect — ^which  by 
practical  construction  has  been  shown  not  to  have,  been  misunderstood— more 
clear  and  explicit,  of  course  that  may  be  allowed. 
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subject  is,  that  where  a  part  of  a  law^  in  conflict  with  the 
constitution,  and  that  part  is  entirely  separable  from  the 
residue,  so  that  the  other  portion  of  the  law  can  be  enforced 
without  any  reference  to  it,  there  the  unconstitutional  part 
only  will  be  condemned ;  and  it  was  said  by  the  court  in 
CommontveaUh  agt.  Ketchings  (5  Gray^s  BeporL  p.  486),  that 
'*  the  constitutional  and  the  unconstitutional  provisions  may 
even  be  contained  in  the  same  section,  and  yet  be  perfectly 
distinct  and  separable,  so  that  the  first  may  stand  though 
the  last  fall.  The  point  is  not  whether  they  are  contained 
in  the  same  section,  for  the  distribution  in  sections  is  purely 
artificial,  but  whether  they  are  essentially  inseparable  and 

NEW  TOBK  GENERAL  SESSIONS. 

The  PEOPiiE  OF  the  State  of  New  Tore  agt.  Geoboe  Ebushaw  and  six  other 
persons,  indicted  for  violations  of  law  of  April  14, 1866,  commonly  known  as  the 
"Excise  Law." 

Dbmubsxb  to  indictments. 

A.  'Oaket  Hall,  JHstrid  Attorney^ 

Ghables  Tbact  and  Geoboe  Bliss,  Jb., /or  People. 

James  T.  Bbady,  for  prisoners. 

Hackett,  Recorder.  Ths  Peopie^  Ac.  agt.  George  Krushaw  and  six  others  indicted 
under  various  provisions  of  the  excise  act  oflBGG :  In  these  Tarions  cases  demnrren 
have  been  interposed,  upon  tho  ground  that  the  conceded  ts^ia  constitute  no  cause 
for  criminal  action,  and  that  the  law  under  which  the  indictments  were  fhtmed  and 
found  is  unconstitutionaL  The  indictments  charge  four  generic  offenses,  which  are 
distributed  as  follows :  A  count  for  selling  liquors  without  holding  the  excise  license 
of  1866 ;  another  count  for  giving  away  liquor ;  again  for  keeping  and  disposing 
of  the  same  publicly ;  for  similar  acts  especially  committed  upon  a  Sunday  ;  for 
neglect  to  keep  hquor  shops  "  completely  and  effectually  closed  '*  on  Sunday ;  and 
still  another  count  for  such  neglect  between  midnight  and  sunrise  of  each  inter- 
vening day  and  night.  In  those  various  indictments  it  is  charged  that  the  acta 
complained  of  were  each  and  all  committed  unlawfully  and  maliciously ;  the  ordi- 
dary  statutory  words  do  not  appear,  such  as  giving  away  hquors  with  intent  to 
evade  sale ;  publicly  keeping  liquors  with  intent  to  sell  the  same,  or  disposing  of 
the  same  with  intent  to  evade  tho  law.  In  an  act  so  novel  in  its  features,  the  attor- 
ney for  the  people  has,  perhaps  properly,  in  pleading,  followed  the  language  of 
the  act  in  question,  charging  the  offenses  created  by  it.  The  excise  law  under 
consideration  makes  each  and  evcxy  act  charged  and  counted  uix)n  a  misdemea- 
nor, and  upon  conviction  the  offender  to  be  punished  by  imprisonment  in  the 
penitentiary.  It  further  punishes  by  pecuniary  penalties,  and  instigates  dillifsence 
ko  the  suppression  of  violators  of  the  law,  by  an  award  of  premiums  to  the  infor- 
mers of  such  violations.  It  becomes  a  misdemeanor  to,  first,  sell  liquor ;  second, 
to  give  it  away ;  third,  to  publicly  keep  it ;  fourth,  to  dispose  of  it,  without  the 
Beller,  giver  away,  kee^^er  or  dispojor,  holding  the  especial  license  of  tho  act  oi 
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connected  in  substance.  The  only  question  raised  by  the 
return  is,  whether  the  sale  by  De  Vaucene  of  ardent  and 
spirituous  liquors  mentioned  therein  without  a  license  granted 
by  the  commissioners  of  the  metropolitan  board  of  health, 
subjected  him  to  arrest  and  imprisonment  upon  the  com- 
plaint made  on  oath  against  him.  Such  sale  is  in  express 
terms  prohibited  by  the  act,  and  is  declared  to  be  an  offense 
punishable  by  fine  or  imprisonment,,  or  both.  The  act  coil- 
stitutes  this  a  distinct  and  separate  offense,  having  no  con- 
nection with  any  other,  and  if  the  views  above  expressed  are 
correct,  it  follows  that  De  Vaucene  was  properly  held  in 
custody  under  such  complaint,  and  that  he  was  not  impro- 

1866.  In  addition,  offenders  are  liable  to  have  their  "  places  "  entered  by  sherifEs 
and  police  officers  without  process  of  any  kind,  simply  upon  their  own  action, 
their  own  discretion,  and  to  summarily  close  and  keep  closed  all  such  places  for 
an  indefinite  term.  In  oyerruling  the  demurrers  now  interposed,  one  duty  would 
alone  remain  to  the  court,  which  would  be  to  sentence  the  defendants,  under  the 
law,  for  a  misdemeanor,  and  to  the  penitentiary.  In  misdemeanors  there  is  no 
respondeat  ouster  after  demurrer  {People  agt.  Taylor^  3  DeniOyp.  9).  On  the  other 
hand,  if  the  demurrers  are  sustained  for  either  of  the  various  causes  assigned  by 
the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  the  decision  of  this  court  should  be  respected  by 
the  various  magistrates  and  peace  officers  until  reversed  by  a  higher  and  appel- 
late court.  The  question  submitted  is  one  of  great  importance  both  to  the  defend- 
ant^ Those  liberty  is  directly  imperiled,  and  to  the  people,  whose  representatives 
framed  the  act.  The  indictments  are  founded  upon  alleged  violations  of  the  late 
exdse  act,  and  they  must  stand  or  fall  upon  the  judicial  decision  to  be  rendered 
upon  its  IfigAhty  or  unconstitutionality.  It  was  not  indictable  at  common  law  to 
keep  an  inn  or  alehouse,  unless  disorderly  conduct  was  commonly  permitted 
therein  {Overseers  agt.  Warner,  3  HiU,  150).  Statutes  for  regulating  the  sale  of 
intoxicating  liquors  have  existed  since  the  reign  of  Edward  n.,  and  commenting 
upon  them,  Bishop,  in  his  treaties,  takes  occasion  to  write :  "  Whoever  takes  the 
trouble  to  read  the  old  statutes  of  England  on  this  subject  Icams,  from  rescitations 
of  facts  therein  made,  that  the  enforcement  of  this  class  of  laws  was  always  dif- 
ficult." I  have  been  unable  to  find  in  my  researches  that  in  Great  Britam  statutes 
regnlatiBg  the  liquor  traffic,  have  ever  contained  any  of  the  express  or  implied 
prohibitions  against  sales  or  the  giving  away  of  liquor,  which  have  been  incorpo- 
rated in  some  of  the  states  of  the  union,  and  even  in  Great  Britain  (where  the 
church  in  harmony  with  the  sovereign  power  might  seem  disposed  to  blond  reme- 
dial laws  vrith  ethical  notions),  I  am  yet  to  learn,  has  gone  to  the  extent  of  classi- 
fying the  giving  away  of  liquor  as  a  crime.  The  act  in  question  is  so  new  and 
peculiar  in  its  main  feautures,  that  in  giving  my  opinion  upon  the  points  involved 
and  the  conclusions  to  which  I  have  arrived,  I  deem  it  necessary  to  quote  some 
of  its  enactments.  And,  first,  I  would  note  a  decided  and  remarkable  innovation 
upon  the  license  economy  which  has  hitherto  marked  the  legislative  action  of  our 
state,  which  has  authorized  local  authorities  to  select  and  appoint  their  own  excise 
board.  The  new  act  makes  an  excise  district  created  out  of  a  metropolitan  police 
district,  but  within  the  latter^  and  omitting  therefrom  Westchester  county.    By 
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perly  detained  and  restrained  of  his  liberty,  and  conse- 
quently that  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  discharge.  He  must, 
therefore,  be  remanded,  and  all  further  proceedings  in  the 
court  be  discontinued. 

In  re  John  H.  Ketchum — Gilbert,  J.  The  return  to  the 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  shows  that  the  petitioner  is  held  under 
a  warrant  of  arrest  issued  by  the  justice  upon  the  sworn 
complaint  of  a  policeman,  that  on  the  7th  of  July  instant,  in 
the  city  of  Brooklyn,  in  the  county  of  Kings,  the  petitioner 
did  unlawfully  and  publicly  keep,  sell  and  dispose  of  a  quan- 
tity of  strong  and  spirituous  liquors — ^to  wit :  a  glass  of  gin, 
at  his  place  of  business,  No.  12  Fulton  street,  contrary  to  the 

the  terms  of  section  1,  the  sellers  and  givers  away  of  liquor  in  the  coantied  of 
Bichmond  and  Queens,  are  supervised  in  their  character  and  bnainoss  by  cxclso 
commissioners,  who  are  not  only  appointed  by  centralized  power  at  the  seat  of 
government,  but  one  or  more  of  whom  are  not  even  residents  of  one  of  the  coun- 
ties in  which  he  or  they  exercise  authority.  The  license  fee  of  the  dealers  in 
liquor  within  the  excise  counties  are  not  made  apphoable  to  the  benefit  of  tho 
fond  belonging  to  those  counties,  but  materially  subserve  to  lighten  the  burdens 
of  taxation  of  the  neighboring  counties  of  Kings  and  New  York  (§23).  In  the 
excise  district  tho  commissioners  are  charged  with  certain  duties  (§1).  In  the 
metropolitan  police  district  an  inspector  of  excise  has  Jurisdiction  (§2).  As  the 
boundaries  of  the  several  districts  differ,  it  follows  from  the  letter  of  these  two 
sections  that  the  subordinate  inspector  has  powers  of  jurisdiction  which  his  supe- 
riors have  not  been  invested  with.  His  duties  are  snch  as  may,  from  time  to  time 
be  delegated  to  him  by  the  commissioners.  The  title  of  the  act  relator  to  the  dis- 
trict in  which  the  inspector  acts.  Tho  bulk  of  the  sections  affect  tho  lesser  or 
smaller  district.  By  the  terms  o^  the  act,  certain  omissions  and  commissions  are 
offenses  at  low  water  mark  on  the  Westchester  shore  of  tho  Harlem  river,  and 
cease  to  be  criminal  at  high  water  mark.  The  act  divides  persons  who  sell  or 
give  away  liquor  into  two  classes;  the  one  who  sells  or  gives  away  to 
the  extent  of  five  gallons  or  in  excess;  the  other  in  quantities  less  than 
five  gallons  (§  7).  The  first  class  are  not  permitted  to  sell  or  give  away 
unions  " licensed "  and  "permitted"  (§3).  Both  classes  are  prohibited  from 
selUug-on  Ciedit  (§17).  The  lawful  sales  are  now  fettered  by  this  provi.'iion  just 
as  unlicensed  (and  therefore  unlawful)  sales  of  liquor  have  hitherto  been.  In 
acting  upon  applications  for  Ucense  the  excise  commissioners  have  delegated  to 
them  the  legislative  power  of  fixing  a  license  fee,  to  range  between  thirty  and  two 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars.  The  ootmsel  foa  the  people  upon  the  argument  stated 
that  the  board  of  excise  had  made  two  distinct  hcenses  and  two  distinct  amounts. 
The  hcense  is  only  to  be  given  to  those  alone  who  may  be  approved  by  the  board 
for  good  moral  character.  The  act  does  not  furnish  any  mode  by  which  the  con- 
science of  the  board  may  bo  satisfied  that  evidence  as  to  the  requisites  of  charac- 
ter are  sufiicierit,  althoughinformerexdaeacts,  certificates  of  character  from  resi- 
dents and  others  within  the  ward  or  assembly  district,  have  been  regarded  as  suffi- 
cient. Upon  the  argument  nothing  was  said  as  to  the  mode  by  which  the  board 
practically  acquainted  itself  with  the  subject  of  character ;  but  it  is  only  fair  to 
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provisions  of  the  third  and  eighth  sections  of  the  act  to  regu- 
late the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  &c.,  passed  April  14, 
1866.    The  discharge  of  the  petitioner  is  demanded  on  the 

ground  that  the  statute  in  question  is  unconstitutional  and 

void. 

1.  It  is  said  that  the  statute  does  not  conform  to  section 

16  of  article  3  of  the  constitution,  which  requires  the  subject 
of  a  local  bill  to  be  expressed  in  the  title.  I  think  this 
objection  has  no  basis  in  fact  {People  agt.  lAederman,  36 
Barb.  177).  Besides,  the  article  is  not  a  local  one  within 
the  meaning  of  the  constitution. 

2.  The  counsel  for  the  petitioner  admitted,  as  all  must 

pfresnme  that  it  would  seok  for  legal  testimony  npon  that  subject  rather  than  resort 
to  the  testimony  of  officers  Whose  duty  was  simply  to  enforce  the  act.  This  license, 
when  obtained,  is  to  be  hung  up  in  the  room  or  piace  where  sales  are  made.  It 
authorizes  the  holder  to  sell  and  dispose  of— not  sell  or  dispose  of— the  beverages 
named  in  the  act  and  in  the  license  only  at  such  room  or  place.  Both  persons  and 
premises  are  the  subjects  to  be  licensed.  The  license  is  also  to  be  exhibited  at  all 
times  to  peace  officers  who  demand  its  production.  Not  to  do  so,  by  the  terms  of 
the  act,  is  to  furnish  evidence  adverse  to  the  legal  status  of  such  persons  so  decli- 
ning or  refusing.  There  is  no  mode  provided  for  licensing  the  giving  away  or  pub- 
licly keeping  similar  beverages,  although  to  do  so  is  made  as  much  a  misdemeanor 
when  not  licensed  as  to  sell  or  dispose  of  when  unlicensed  (§  31).  Those  licensed 
under  this  act  are  to  prevent  breaches  of  the  peace  in  their  places,  and  when  then* 
quietude  is  invaded  are  commanded,  under  penalty  of  being  adjudged  guQty  of 
a  misdemeanor,  to  forthwith  remove  all  persons,  the  orderly  as  well  as  the  disor- 
derly—perhaps their  assistants  and  themselves- from  within  doors,  and  close 
their  places  and  keep  them  closed  (§  10).  Licensed  persons  (except  substantially 
those  who  keep  hotels)  are  enjoined  to  keep  their  licensed  places  "  completely  and 
effectually  closed  on  Sundays,  and  between  midnight  and  sunrise  in  every  tventy- 
four  hours  (§U).  The  license  thus  granted  may  be  revoked,  cancelled  and  annulled 
bv  the  board  '*  if  it  shall  become  satinfled  that  the  licensed  persons  have  violated 
any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act  '*  (§  22).  The  whole  act  bears  marks  of  hasty 
consideration.  Thei-e  are  many  serious  considerations  which  have  arisen  upon 
the -ar^uraonts  which  demand  attention  without  entering  into  the  decision. 
Counsel  for  the  people  urped  that  conflicts  between  the  onstitution  and  the  stat- 
utes ought  not  to  be  lightly  countenanced.  Sureiy  this  should  be  so  where  a 
forced  construction  of  tlio  constitution  is  urged  against  the  natural  equity  and 
letter  of  the  statute.  The  counsel  for  the  accused,  however,  claim  that  the  very 
letter  of  tho  bill  of  rights  of  the  federal  constitution  is  opposed  by  this  exciae  act. 
The  learned  district  attorney  urged  that  "  courts  at  nisi  prius  are  in  practice  both 
to  hear  or  treat  constitutional  questions,  forcing  the  litigant  to  moot  them  in 
lanco  and  the  higher  tribunals."  But  the  reason  assigned  fails  here,  because  the 
people  enjoy,  by  those  demurrers,  as  full  benefits  upon  findmgs  of  fact  as  if  con- 
victions had  been  had  before  petit  juries.  Tho  questions  are  not  upon  motions  to 
quash,  from  which  no  appeal  Ues.  The  interposition  of  demurrere  are  now  rarely 
used,  and  would  seem  to  show,  on  the  present  occasion,  the  confidence  of  the 
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admit,  that  the  prohibition  against  selling  strong  or  spirit- 
nous  liquors,  in  quantities  less  than  five  gallons  at  a  time, 
without  a  license,  is  valid,  but  he  contended  that  the  whole 
statute  rested  on  section  three,  which  contains  this  prohibi- 
tion, and  that  because  that  section  contains  other  and  dis- 
tinct prohibitions,  which  the  legislature  had  not  the  power  to 
impose,  the  whole  statute  is  void.  I  cannot  assent  to  this 
proposition.  It  is  unsound  in  logic  as  well  as  in  law.  The 
third  section  of  the  act  in  question  provides  that  no  person 
shall  pubUcly  keep  or  sell,  give  away  or  dispose  of,  any 
strong  or  spirituous  liquors,  &c.,  without  a  license,  and 
makes  every  violation  of  it  a  misdemeanor.    The  petitioner 

counsel  for  the  defense  in  the  position  he  has  assnmed.  It  was  urged  that  there 
was  a  variance  between  the  title  and  the  body  of  the  act,  bnt  I  do  not  consider 
that  technical  question,  as  my  decision  is  placed  upon  the  broadest  grounds  of 
substance.  It  was  argued  that  the  act  was  a  local  one,  and  that  many  subject 
matters  embraced  therein  went  beyond  the  expressive  title,  '*  to  regulate  sale." 
The  "  query  "  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  the  case  of  The  PeopljB  agt.  WiUiams  (24 
N,  T.  R.  p,  405),  certainly  goes  far  towards  qualifying  what  the  court  had  preri- 
ously  said  in  The  People  agt.  McOann  (16  If.  Y.  R,  5S).  But  with  the  condusionB 
hereafter  undoubtingly  arrived  at,  a  conclusion  upon  the  above  point  may  be 
waived  under  the  conflict  of  decisions.  Ck>nnected  with  this  point  of  locality 
another  and  vital  question  arises :  How  far  can  the  legislature  oonstitutionaUy 
oblige  a  county  of  the  state  to  contribute  to  the  revenues  of  another  without  the 
state  at  large,  or  the  county  so  taxed,  enjoying  a  correspondent  concurrent  bene- 
fit ?  The  residents,  certainly,  of  the  county  towns  of  Kings  and  (^eens,  and  per- 
haps of  Richmon'l  county,  by  this  act  are  forced  to  contribute  not  to  the  revenuee 
of  the  state,  nor  of  their  own  respective  counties.  One  of  the  most  vital  ques- 
tions which  has  arisen  upon  the  argument  is,  how  far  can  the  legislature 
create  crimes  not  general  throughout  tiie  state,  but  geographical  crimes ;  crimee 
defined  and  Umitcd  within  certain  districts,  and  only  affecting  certain  counties 
within  the  state,  and  of  a  higher  grade  than  mere  police  inihtctions?  CJan  it 
make  an  act  a  crime  in  one  county,  city  or  town,  and  not  in  another  county,  city 
or  town,  adjacent,  upon  grounds  not  peculiar  to  the  particular  customs,  usages  or 
chartered  restrictions  of  such  locaUty?  If  such  be  its  constitutional  power, 
where  is  the  limit  to  legislative  caprice?  Can  it  make  the  stealing  of  126  grand 
larceny  in  Kings  county,  $30  grand  larceny  in  Erie  county,  and  6d.  grand  larceny 
in  Oneida  county?  Can  it  apportion  manslaughter  by  degrees  throughout  the 
different  counties  in  the  state  ?  In  the  case  of  The  People  agt.  Wtfltanu,  above 
referred  to,  the  point  was  raised  and  argued  upon  a  local  statute  making  the 
pickiag  of  pockets  in  Now  York  a  different  crime  from  its  legal  definition  in  aU 
other  parts  of  the  state.  The  decision  was  given  upon  other  points  in  fekvor  of 
the  counsel  for  the  accused ;  but  it  may  be  remarked  that  at  the  succeeding  ses- 
sion of  the  legislature  it  destroyed  the  topographical  character  of  the  crime 
adverted  to,  and  made  its  legal  definition  and  penalty  general  throughout  the 
state.  No  lawyer  should  doubt  the  inexpediency  of  the  legialatnre  enacting  laws 
of  a  criminal  nature  which  should  not  in  their  operation  be  concurrent  through- 
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is  charged  with  selling  a  glass  of  gin  withont  a  Ucense.  The 
power  of  the  legislature  to  create  this  offense,  and  to  punish 
it  in  the  mode  prescribed,  is  unquestionable.  It  was  indeed 
said,  on  the  argument,  that  the  right  of  disposition  of  liquor 
on  hand  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  was  absolute, 
and  that  the  legislature  had  no  power  to  impair  this  right  by 
requiring  a  license  to  be  taken  out  as  a  condition  of  selling 
it  m  quantities  less  than  five  gallons.  But  this  proposition 
was  not  proved,  and  it  needs  no  argument  to  prove  that  it 
has  no  foundation  in  law.  It  being  understood  then,  that 
the  act  with  which  the  petitioner  is  charged  is  a  legal  offense 
and  punishable  as  such ;  the  precise  question  presented  is 

out  the  state.  Is  not  the  very  essence  of  a  criminal  lav  its  general  application? 
Can  the  principle  of  territorially  apportioning  crime  be  sanctioned  withont  ulti- 
mately allowing  a  legislature  to  enact  criminal  laws,  applicable  to  some  obnoxious 
person  or  persons,  sect  or  sects  ?  The  authorities  bearing  upon  this  point  are 
Jhearris  on  StaJhdes  (p.  480) ;  Hatch  agt.  Vermont  P.  R,  Co.  (2  Vermomt,  4S-^) ; 
Benson  agt.  Mayor  (10  Barb.  245) ;  People  agt.  Draper  (16  N.  F.  644) ;  GaJden 
agt.  BaU  (3  Dallas,  886).  It  was  argued  that  the  act  was  unconstitutional,  because 
excise  commissioners  are  and  always  have  been  county  or  local  officers,  and  that 
thip  act  does  not  provide  for  the  election  or  selection,  but  names  them.  It  would 
seem  that  this  point  is  not  f&vored  by  the  court  of  appeals  in  the  fire  department 
case.  The  counsel  for  the  people,  both  the  district  attorney  and  the  counsel  for 
the  excise  commissioners,  admitted  upon  the  argumen  that  unless  this  act  was 
regulatory,  and  was  in  any  of  its  provisions  prohibitory  or  confiscatory  of  property, 
or  necessarily  subjected  the  accused  to  deprivation  of  his  liberty  or  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  then  it  would  be  within  the  decision  of  the  case  of  T?ie 
People  agt.  Wynehamer,  which  decided  the  liquor  law  of  1865  to  be  unconstitu- 
tionaL  Let  us  then  test  this  case  by  this  concession  and  inquire :  First  Is  the 
act  in  question  as  presented  to  this  court  prohibitory  ?  SecoTid.  Is  it  confiscatory  ? 
Third.  Is  it,  when  enforcing  remedies,  in  conflict  with  the  bill  of  rights  ?  It  will 
be  conceded  that  implied  prohibition,  implied  confiscation  and  implied  conflict 
may  become  as  effectual  as  express  prohibition,  express  confiscation  and  express 
conflict.  Such  express  conflict  has  been  adjudicated  upon  in  Oonsa  agt.  AB>ro  (1 
Gray  Mass.  R.p.9),  and  Toynbee  and  Wynehamer  cases.  The  act  in  question 
being  highly  penal  in  its  character,  involving  upon  conviction  penal  servitude, 
must  be  strictly  construed.  In  the  latest  points  submitted  to  me  by  the  counsel 
for  the  excise  board,  it  is  said  that  penal  statutes  are  not  to  be  so  construed  as  to 
defeat  the  manifest  intention  of  the  legislature ;  but  that  intent  should  be  const!- 
tntionaUy  conceived  and  expressed.  One  of  the  defendants  stands  indicted  for 
giving  away  hquor  without  being  licensed.  Section  3,  in  connection  with  sections 
16  and  19,  undoubtedly  malce  this  act  a  misdemeanor,  punishable  by  fine,  imiNri»- 
onment,  penalty  and  arbitrarily  closing  up  of  any  place  within  which  such  act 
should  occur.  It  is  somewhat  remarkable  that  the  statute  omits  to  provide  a 
license  for  giving  away  liquor ;  and  the  same  may  be  said  of  the  prohibition 
against  keeping  it  publicly.  The  words  "  sale  "  and  "  disposing  of,"  are  convert- 
ible terms ;  but  the  phrases  "giving  away*'  and  "publicly  keeping,"  are 'not  con- 
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whether  the  circumstances  that  the  legislature  incorporate 
in  the  same  act  other  and  distinct  provisions  which  they  had 
no  power  to  enact,  vitiate  the  whole  statute.  No  authority 
for  this  proposition  was  cited  except  the  case  of  Wynehame}\ 
in  13  N,  y.  B.  On  looking  at  that  case  I  find  that,  so  far 
as  it  contains  any  allusion  to  this  subject,  it  is  an  authority 
for  the  reverse  proposition.  The  rule  contended  for  would 
be  repugnant  to  reason  and  common  sense,  and  I  am  satis- 
fied no  such  rule  has  been  or  ought  to  be  established.  Mr. 
Sedgwick,  in  his  treaties  on  statutory  and  constitutional  law, 
says :  "  The  principle  that  a  statute  is  void  only  so  far  as  its 
provisions  are  repugnant  to  the  constitution,  that  all  provi- 

yertible  or  synonymous  with  "  sale  and  disposition.**  Section  4  takes  the  seller 
ont  of  the  operation  of  the  misdemeanor  clauses  by  offering  him  the  opportunity 
of  a  permit.  No  portion  of  the  law  exempts  him  who  publicly  keeps  liquors  or 
desires  to  give  them  away,  from  the  operation  of  the  misdemeanor  clauses,  of 
their  stringent  remedies  and  of  their  punishments.  The  law  makes  it  a  misde- 
meanor to  give  away  or  publicly  keep  liquor  without  a  license.  What  is  this  but 
practical  prohibition  ?  It  is  true  that  save  in  the  county  of  Westchester  and  in 
all  other  parts  of  the  subdivided  police  district,  any  person  not  licensed  may  keep, 
flcU  and  diRpose  of  five  gallons  at  a  time  of  strong  and  spirituous  liquors,  wines, 
ale  and  beer ;  but  what  is  the  operation  of  this  law  upon  any  person  who  may 
have  had  in  his  possession  at  the  time  that  the  law  went  into  effect,  a  lesser 
amount  of  the  beverages  mentioned  ?  Does  not  the  provisions  of  the  law  referred 
to  practically  destroy  or  confiscate  such  property?  The  law  makes  it  a  misde- 
meanor to  give  away  or  publicly  keep  hquor,  ^.,  without  a  license,  and  omits  to 
provide  one.  Thus  the  law  does  not  in  terms  forfeit  or  expressly  destroy  the  wine 
or  beer  of  the  citizen  as  the  law  of  1855  aimed  to  do,  nor  seize  them  by  undae 
process  of  law,  but  by  making  it  penal  to  simply  keep  them  and  give  them  away, 
this  act  as  effectually  in  the  end  destroys  its  value  and  character  of  property  and 
takes  it  away  from  its  owner  without  compensation.  If  this  excise  act  be  valid, 
every  person  who  gives  his  guest  a  glass  of  wine  commits  a  misdemeanor,  and  so 
does  every  apothecary  who  keeps  a  Jar  of  alcohol.  The  excise  acts  of  other  states 
are  not  obnoxious  to  this  criticism,  for  they  severally  in  their  several  excise  acts 
have  added  words  of  intent,  such  as — with  intent  to  sell,  or  with  intent,  under 
the  guise  of  a  gift,  to  effect  a  sale,  as  in  the  striped  pig  illustration  cited  by  the 
counsel  for  the  excise  board.  Even  the  cklious  law  of  1855  expressly  excepted  a 
dwelling  house  as  the  scene  of  gift  or  keeping,  which  the  act  in  question  does 
not.  Others  are  indicted  for  not  "  effectually  and  completely  closing  **  their  places. 
Where  is  the  constitutional  power  tc  make  such  an  enactment  ?  A  man*s  house 
has  always  been  regarded  as  his  "  castle.**  So  long  as  he  does  not  commit  crime 
in  iter  disorder,  may  he  not  keep  it  open  as  long  as  he  pleases  and  at  all  hours? 
Concede  that  the  legislature  may  regulate  the  hours  of  sale,  yet  wherein  oonsLsts 
the  crime  of  keeping  one*s  premises  open  to  public  view,  or  private  ingress  or 
egress?  Many  storekeepers  in  every  walk  of  life,  live  in  rooms  adjoining  their 
shops.  Some  have  no  entrances  to  the  abodes  of  their  families  except  through 
their  shops  or  stores,  where  poverty  or  the  desire  of  thrift  compels  or  induces 
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edons  may  thus  be  void,  and  this  not  affect  other  provisions 
of  the  statute,  has  been  frequently  declared"  {Sedgvnck^ 
■Canst  Law,  489).  "  The  principle  is  now  well  understood," 
says  the  supreme  court  of  Massachusetts,  '^that  when  a 
statute  has  been  passed,  some  part  of  which  is  not  within 
the  competency  of  the  legislative  power,  such  part  thereof 
will  be  adjudged  void,  while  all  other  parts  of  the  act  not 
obnoxious  to  the  same  objection  will  be  held  valid  (Fisher 
agt.  McGeey  1  Oray,  29).  If  it  be  admitted  then,  that  the 
legislature  has  not  the  power  to  prohibit  the  pubUcly  keep- 
ing or  the  giving  away  of  liquors,  or  the  selling  to  minors, 
&c.,  or  to  authorize  the  necessary  enforcement  of  the  law  in 

item,  to  live.  It  is  not  enough  to  say  the  lawmakers  did  not  intend  such  inter- 
pretation  shonld  be  given  to  the  act,  and  looking  at  it  we  find  that  it  sternly  pro- 
vides that  the  places  shall  be  completely  and  efifectually  closed,  not  for  the  purpose 
of  preventing  sales,  but  for  all  purposes,  and,  at  the  discretion  and  judgment  of 
a  police  officer  who  has  the  right  io  effect  the  closing,  to  watch  and  maintain  it. 
But  the  gravest  constitutional  objections  attach  to  sections  19  and  20.  Bo  they 
not  on  their  face  conflict  with  constitutional  provisions?  The  bill  of  rights 
provides,  article  5,  "  Nor  shall  any  person  be  deprived  of  liberty  without  due  pro- 
oess  of  law,"  nor  shall  private  property  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  com- 
pensation ;  *  *  *  and  by  article  4 :  "  The  right  of  the  people  to  be  secure  in 
tiieir  houses  against  unreasonable  seizures  shall  not  be  violated."  The  excise  act 
provides  as  follows,  19th  and  20th  sections : 

SscmoN  19.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  every  sheriff,  constable,  policeman  and  officer 
of  police  to  compel  the  observance  (ind  to  prevent  the  violation  of  the  foregoing 
provisions  hereof ;  if  necessary  by  summarily  closing  and  keeping  closed  any 
places  in  which  shall  be  violated  any  of  such  provisions. 

Seotioit  20.  Every  sheriff,  constable,  officer  or  member  of  police  shall  forthwith 
arrest  all  persons  who  shall  violate  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  carry 
such  persons  before  any  magistrate  of  the  dty  or  town  in  which  the  offense  shall 
be  committed,  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  aot.  And  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  every  magistrate  to  entertain  complaints  for  a  violation  of 
any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act  made  by  any  x>erson  under  oath. ' 

Kot  only  ministerial  duties  are  here  conferred  upon  peace  officers,  but  judicial 
powers.  They  are  to  "  compel  the  observance  "  of  the  law ;  when  and  how  to 
compel,  they  judge.  They  decide  upon  the  necessity.  They  act,  by  summarily 
closing.  Summarily  is  a  word  excluding  the  ordinary  processes.  They  are  to 
keep  the  places  closed.  Fqr  how  long?  To  keep  the  places  closed  "in  which 
shall  be  violated  any  of  such  provisions,"  1  e.  "  the  foregoing  provisions  hereof" 
that  is  to  say  those  mandatory  provisions  of  the  act.  In  one  place  a  man  may 
have  sold  liquoir  to  an  apprentice  or  a  child  under  only  technical  guilt.  He  is  not 
only  punished  by  imprisonment  therefor,  but  the  place  is  tainted  by  his  crime,  it 
seems,  and  is  to  be  kept  closed  thereafter.  The  highest  crime  known  to  law  is 
murder.  Will  some  future  legislature  shut  up  the  place  for  all  time  in  which  the 
murderer  committed  his  crime,  as  a  high  cabinet  officer  closed  the  building  in 
which  an  ever  to  be  deplored  assassination  was  committed?    Crime  is  a  personal 
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the  manner  and  by  the  means  provided,  it  does  not  follow 
that  it  transcended  its  powers  by  making  the  sale  of  gin  by 
the  glass,  without  license,  an  offense  punishable  according 
to  the  ordinary  forms  of  law.  The  question  or  the  validity 
of  the  other  provisions  of  the  statute  to  which  allusions 
have  been  made  is  not  before  me.  While  I  have  decided 
convictions  respecting  them,  I  do  not  for  this  reason  think 
it  proper  to  express  them. 
The  petitioner  must  be  remanded. 

offenBe,  to  be  viaited  by  personal  reprobation.  When  an  offender  is  to  be  arrested 
under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  no  warrant  is  necessary.  Some  skillful  hand 
that  framed  the  metropolitan  polioe  act,  was  carefol  to  liken  the  power  given  by 
it  to  a  peace  officer  to  arrest  without  warrant  under  that  act  to  the  common  law 
permit,  viz :  "  Only  when  the  offense  was  committed  within  the  presence  of  such 
peace  officer.**  But  there  is  no  such  limitation  in  these  sections.  Under  all  other 
penal  statutes,  offenders  even  after  they  are  arraigned  before  a  magistrate,  are  to 
be  dealt  with  according  to  the  general  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes.  But 
the  excise  act  says  "  to  be  dealt  with  aooordiiig  to  the  provisions  of  this  act.*' 
Will  any  magistrate,  after  reading  the  entire  act,  say  where  are  the  provisions 
that  will  guide  him  to  obey  section  20?  The  most  serious  question  now  arises. 
Can  these  remedial  and  punitory  sections  be  so  separted  from  the  rest  of  the  law 
as  that  they  may  be  declared  void  without  injuring  the  body  of  the  act  ?  The 
counsel  for  the  accused  earnestly  urges  that  to  convict  them  is  to  necessarily  sub- 
ject them  to  the  operation  of  these  sections.  Is  it  an  answer  for  the  people  to 
urge  that  such  sections  may  never  be  acted  upon  ?  Ck>urts  should  not  expose 
defendants  upon  chaxges  of  criminal  offences  to  the  liability  of  unconstitutional 
remedies.  Since  the  argument  commenced  in  the  cases  now  at  bar,  writs  of 
habeas  corpus  and  certiorari  have  officially  informed  the  court  that  the  illegalities 
and  what  might  almost  be  called  the  unusual  punishment  forbidden  by  the  fed- 
eral bill  of  rights  are  being  practiced.  Before  the  rebellion,  such  sections  wonld 
have  been  deemed  monstrous.  " Militaxy  necessity**^  has  made  a  portion  of  the 
people  readily  obedient  to  such  strange,  unusual  and  original  exercise  of  despotic 
power,  and  has  made  other  portions  at  least  tolerant  of  it.  Some  legislators  have 
been  taught  to  pattern  the  statiite  book  after  the  army  regulations,  and  to  makeof 
judicial  tribunals  quasi  court  martials,  and  of  civil  peace  officers,  martinets.  To  the 
extent  of  my  reading  and  information,  not  even  in  the  New  England  liquor  law, 
were  there  to  be  found  such  odious  features.  That  law  allowed  a  peace  officer  to 
enter  a  store  and  seize  and  destroy  liquor ;  but  it  also  permitted  to  the  owner 
possession  and  control  of  the  keys  of  his  door  afterwards  1  The  counsel  for 
the  people  have  &iled  to  take  this  excise  act  out  of  the  reasoning  and  force  of  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  of  this  state  in  the  case  of  Wynekamerf  which 
distinctly  held  that  any  law  upon  the  traffic  in  liquor  which  necessarily,  either  by 
express  or  implied  prohibition,  destroyed  the  quality  of  property  (and  which  case 
distinctly  recognized  liquor  as  property),  or  deprived  the  citizen  of  his  legal  pro- 
cedure in  defending  that  property,  was  unconstitutional  and  void.  In  oonclusioii 
I  sustain  the  demurrers,  because  I  believe  that  the  act  in  question,  the  excise  act 
of  1866,  violates  the  bill  of  rights  by  depriving  within  the  instances  before  men- 
tioned, the  citizen  of  his  Uberties,  by  seizing  his  property  without  due  process  of 
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rhe  opinion  of  the  m^oiity  of  the  court  in  this  case  is  published  in  this  Vol, 
ante,  p.  1.  The  following  dissenting  opinion  of  Judge  Miller  has  been  received 
since  the  opinion  of  the  court  was  published,  and  is  given  below. 

Albany  General  Term  Decembery  1863. 
B^ore  HoGEBOOM,  Peckham  aud  Mnj:EUy  jtistioes, 
MiLLEii,  J.,  dissenting,    I  am  constrained  to  differ  from 
the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Peckham,  in  favor  of  granting  a 
new  trial  in  this  case.    I  agree,  however,  with  him  that  the 

law,  by  virtual  prohibition  preventing  his  dealings  with  his  own  property,  and 
without  due  forms  of  law,  or  without  providing  due  opportunity  for  trial,  or  being 
heard  upon  the  seizure  of  his  property.  And  furthermore,  by  impUedly  confisca- 
ting the  same  as  a  punishment  for  happening  in  a  critical  moment  to  be  its  pos- 
aesBor.  If  there  are  any  other  like  indictments  of  records,  the  same  decision  may 
be  entered  upon  motion. 

The  district  attorney  then  said :  Of  course  it  is  my  duty  to  proceed  under  the 
act.  Therefore,  in  the  discharge  of  my  official  duty  I  have  noticed  all  the  parties 
idio  were  under  indictment,  in  accordance  with  that  act,  to  respond  in  court,  and 
as  is  usual,  to  plead  to  the  indictment  that  had  been  found.  The  first  day  of  the 
term  is  usually  assigned  for  pleading ;  and  I  am  given  to  understand  by  several 
counsel  here  tiiat  the  court  room  is  quite  crowded  with  those  defendants  ;  and 
therefore,  to  relieve  the  court  and  enable  it  to  proceed  with  its  business,  it  is  but 
har  and  Just  that  I  should  say  that  so  long  as  the  decision  of  this  court  has  been 
upset,  I  shall  not,  out  of  respect  to  the  court,  call  upon  axiy  of  the  defendants  in 
like  cases  to  plead.  And,  therefore,  if  your  honor  desires  to  look  into  this  ques- 
tion (perhaps  you  have  already  done  so),  I  can  adjourn  these  cases  for  some  time, 
or  I  can  adjourn  them  for  the  term. 

Judge  BussELir— I  do  not  desire  to  look  into  these  cases.  I  have  examined  the 
act  Therefore,  so  far  as  the  decision  of  the  recorder  is  concerned,  that  will  be 
controlling.  I  shall  not  take  any  action  in  the  matter  until  after  the  decision  of 
the  supreme  court 

The  District  Attorney— I  had  an  interview  with  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  supreme 
court  upon  some  other  business,  and  was  informed  that  there  would  be  no  general* 
term  till  November.    I  may  therefore  announce  to  the  counsel  present  that  they 
may  discharge  their  clients. 

Judge  Russell — I  think  it  better  to  lay  over  the  whole  of  these  cases  until  after 
the  decision  of  the  supreme  eourt. 

The  district  attorney  then  announced  that  he  would  not  take  up  these  cases  to- 
day. 

Mr.  McKeon  moved  that  the  indictment  against  his  client  be  quashed. 

The  court  declined  to  entertain  the  motion. 

Mr.  Spencer  moved  that  his  client  be  discharged  on  his  own  recognizance. 

This  ttie  court  also  refused  to  grant,  and  expressed  the  conclusion  to  take  no 
Voi^  XXXL  28 
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disposition  of  the  case  must  depend  upon  the  question 
whether  it  is  within  the  principle  laid  down  in  Bush  agt. 
Lathrop  (22  N.  Y.  535),  which  is  relied  upon  to  sustain  the 
position  taken  by  the  defendant's  counsel.  In  the  case 
referred  to,  a  bond  and  mortgage  for  $1,400  was  assigned  as 
security  for  the  payment  of  a  note  of  $268.20.  The  assignee 
at  the  time  gave  back  a  receipt  acknowledging  the  assign- 
ment to  him,  and  agreeing  to  return  the  same  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  the  note.  The  assignment  was  written  upon  the 
back  of  the  mortgage,  and  expressed  a  consideration  of 
$268.20,  and  contained  a  covenant  that  $1,400  was  due  on 
the  bond  and  mortgage. 

By  the  terms  of  the  arrangement  the  bond  and  mortgage 
were  to  be  returned  upon  payment  of  the  note,  and  the 
assignment  itself  expressing  a  consideration  for  less  than 
the  amount  of  the  mortgage,  was  a  notification  to  persons 
purchasing  the  bond  and  mortgage,  sufficient  to  put  them 

action  in  the  matter  until  after  the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals,  but  shall 
consider  the  decision  of  the  recorder  as  controlling. 

Mr.  McEeon — I  ask,  if  your  honor  please,  that  these  men  be  discharged.  The 
police  have  gone  on  arresting  them  notwithstanding  the  decision  in  another  court 
that  this  law  is  clearly  unconstitutionaL  I  ask  the  district  attcnmey  to  say  that 
under  the  decision  of  this  court,  these  men  cannot  possibly  be  held  for  one 
minute. 

The  District  Attorney— I  hare  already  stated  that  so  long  as  this  decision  is 
controlling,  I  shaU  not  move  any  of  these  cases. 

Ifr.  McKeon — ^Men  are  here  under  an  unconstitutional  act,  not  worth  the  paper 
upon  which  it  is  written,  and  I  ask  that  they  may  be  discharged. 

The  District  Attomey^I  am  not  counsel  for  these  men,  and  therefore  the  coun- 
sel should  ask  to  have  them  discharged  on  Saturday,  which  is  the  regular  motion 
day. 

The  Court — ^A  motion  can  be  made  on  the  day  of  trial,  or  on  Saturday. 

This  matter  was  then  closed,  and  the  court  proceeded  to  other  business. 


Thb  Excise  Law  in  the  Coubts— A  Test  Case  as  to  the  Uhijcensed  Dxai«- 
ERS— Judge  Clebke  seoabds  the  New  Exgisb  Law  CoNsnTunoNAii. 

The  test  case  in  conformity  with  the  suggestions  made  on  Friday  by  Judge  Cab- 
Dozo,  in  the  court  of  common  pleas,  came  up  in  that  court  yesterday.  The  case 
selected  was  that  of  Jeremiah  DrisooU  agt.  Jackson  S.  ShvItZf  to  test  the  question 
of  the  application  of  Judge  Cabdozo's  decision  to  those  who  have  not  taken  out  a 
license  under  the  act.  This  was  a  motion  to  continue  an  injunction  heretofore 
granted,  forbidding  the  defendants  from  interfering  with  the  plaintiif  in  his  bnsi- 
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on  their  gaard  so  as  to  ascertaiii  the  actual  conditions  upon 
which  it  was  made. 

The  title  was  transferred  upon  this  condition,  by  a  written 
agreement  entered  into  between  the  parties,  and  a  subsequent 
absolute  assignment  bj  the  assignee  could  not  transfer  any 
other  or  greater  right  than  he  had  acquired  at  the  time. 

I  think  there  is  a  distinction  between  that  case  where  a 
written  agreement  accompanied  the  assignment,  to  return  the 
mortgage  upon  payment  of  the  note,  and  the  present  one,  where 
a  bond  and  mortgage  and  a  promissory  note  was  left  as  col- 
lateral to  a  distinct  and  separate  contract  for  the  sale  of  land 
by  third  parties,  and  subsequently  given  up,  and  the  bond 
and  mortgage  now  in  suit  in  part  put  in  their  place,  without 
any  special  arrangement  between  the  mortgagee  and  the 
assignee,  and  with  no  condition  attached  to  its  trans- 
fer, exc^t  what  was  contained  in  the  contract  for  the  sale 
of  the  lands  between  Ldvingston  and  Smead  and  Alexander. 
Even  in  this  contract  between  third  parties,  there  was  no 

nesB  aa  a  liquor  seller  at  No.  83  Oak  street.  The  motion  was  made  on  the  com- 
plaint which  alleged  that  plaintiff  was  a  liquor  seller,  that  the  defendants  have 
interfered  with  him,  arrested  him,  seized  and  taken  possession  of  his  premises 
and  property,  and  depriTed  him  of  his  rights,  and  threaten  to  continue  to  repeat 
and  will  repeat  these  acts,  and  by  so  doing  will  inflict  an  irreparable  injury  upon 
the  plaintiff,  and  that  an  action  for  damages  will  be  an  inadequate  remedy. 

The  affidavits  of  defendants  aver  that  plaintiff  has  no  licenBe  to  sell  liquor  under 
any  law ;  that  his  place  is  a  mere  liquor  shop,  not  an  inn ;  that  at  that  place  hd 
has  for  some  time  past  sold,  and  did  sell  on  Sunday  last,  liquors  in  small  quan- 
tities ;  that  such  sales  were  not  made  to  tiiivelers,  but  to  neighbors ;  that  the 
defendants  have  not  seized  and  taken  possession-  of  his  premises  or  property ; 
that  all  that  was  done  was  to  arrest  the  barkeeper,  and  when  he  refused  to  close 
the  place  he  was  taken  to  the  station  house,  and  subsequently  the  place  being 
found  open,  it  was  closed  by  the  police,  as  ia  always  done  in  such  cases.  The 
defendants  also  deny  that  they  have  ever  ordered  plaintiff's  place  to  be  closed, 
or  that  they  will  do  bo,  and  annex  an  order  of  the  defendant  Kennedy,  direct- 
ing the  police  not  to  dose  places  unless  there  is  a  disturbance.  They  also  aver 
that  they  are  responsible,  and  in  general  deny  the  plaintiff's  aJlegation  as  to 
wrongs  inflicted  upon  him. 

Juuge  Cabdozo  reserved  his  decision. 

Judge  Clebsz,  in  the  supreme  court  chambers,  yesterday,  refused  an  injuno- 
tion  against  the  board  of  ezise,  the  commiusioners  of  police  and  others,  of  a  simi- 
lar character  to  those  already  granted  in  the  court  of  common  pleas.  Justice 
G14ERKE  stated  that  from  such  cursory  examination  as  he  had  made  of  the  law,  it 
seemed  to  him  to  be  constitutional,  and  he  should  not,  therefore,  at  present,  grant 
an  injunction ;  though  he  would,  of  course,  give  an  order  to  show  cause,  if 
required,  but  without  any  injunction  in  the  meantime. 
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express  condition  attached  to  it  requiring  that  the  bond  and 
mortgage  should  be  re-assigned  or  surrend^ed  to  the 
assignee.  | 

In  the  case  under  consideration,  we  are  required  to  go 
further  than  in  Bush  agt.  Lathrop^  and  protect  the  interest 
of  third  parties,  the  mortgagor,  which  is  entirely  di«con- 
nected  with  the  assignee  of  the  bond  and  mortgage. 

The  assignment  was  made  by  the  mortgagee,  who  is  not 
a  party  to  this  suit,  and  so  far  as  he  is  concerned  was 
absolute  and  without  any  condition  whatever.  He  claims 
no  protection,  but  the  mortgagor  and  Gidney,  Layingston's 
assignee  of  the  contract  between  LiYingston  and  Smead  and 
Alexander,  ask  the  court  to  recognize  equities  existing  under 
a  separate  and  distinct  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  land.  No 
case  has  ever  gone  to  this  extent,  and  I  am  not  prepared  to 
extend  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  case  referred  to,  which 
was  only  sustained  by  a  bare  majority  of  the  court  of 
appeals. 

The  rule  relied  upon  by  the  defendants  does  not,  as  I 
understand,  apply  to  all  cases  of  assignment  of  bonds  and 
mortgages.  Judge  Denio  in  his  opinion  in  22  N.  F.  {p,  549), 
says:  "It  is  not  necessary  to  add  that  I  do  not  consider 
that  the  assignee  stands  in  the  place  of  the  assignor,  in  every 
respect  in  all  cases.  The  suggestions  made  in  the  earliest 
of  the  cases  in  this  state,  that  the  assignee,  if  a  bona  Jide 
purchaser  without  notice,  was  not  prejudiced  by  the  notice 
of  his  assignor,  was  well  founded,  and  has  since  been  sepa- 
rately recognized"  (citing  several  authorities).  He  also 
says  that  it  was  not  the  notice  that  prejudiced  the  title  of 
the  party  under  which  the  defendant  claimed,  but  the  fact 
that  the  owner  of  the  bond  and  mortgage  were  parties  with 
it,  except  upon  coTidition  that  it  should  be  returned  to  him  on 
payment  of  a  comparatively  small  sum  of  money,  and  it  was 
under  that  conditional  agreement  that  tl^e  defendant  claimed, 
and  though  he  may  not  have  been  aware  of  the  condition, 
he  was  nevertheless  bound  by  it. 

In  the  case  at  bar  there  was  no  condition  annexed  to  the 
assignment  itself,  or  made  in  immediate  connection  with  it. 
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The  owner  absolutely  pftrted  with  his  title.  There  was  no 
agreement  that  it  should  be  returned  to  him:  He  had  no 
rights  reserved  upon  any  condition. 

The  arrangement  entered  into  was  in  the  contract  made 
between  livingston  and  Smead  and  Alexander,  for  the  sale 
of  the  real  estate,  which  was  afterwards  changed  by  a  verbal 
agreement,  substituting  other  security,  and  in  part  the  bond 
and  mortgage  in  question  in  the  place  of  what  was  then 
provided  for.  The  assignment,  on  its  face,  was  for  the  full 
amount,  and  absolute  and  complete,  with  nothing  connected 
with  it  to  call  for  the  exercise  of  an  extraordinary  degree  of 
vigilance  and  caution.  The  plaintiff  had  no  notice  that  it 
was  collateral  or  cond  tional,  nor  for  anything  that  appears 
had  she  any  reason  to  suppose  or  believe  that  any  of  the 
prior  assignments  which  were  fair  upon  their  face,  and  had 
been  recorded,  were  subject  to  any  condition  but  that  which 
they  contained.  She  had  notice  to  tiie  contrary  by  the 
assigiunent  to  Livingston  and  the  subsequent  assignments 
which  were  on  their  face  unconditional. 

The  case  cited  is  one  where  the  equity  grows  out  of  the 
transaction  itself ;  that  is,  the  assignment  of  the  bond  and 
mortgage.  There  it  is  a  latent  equity,  with  which  Loche, 
the  mortgagee  and  the  original  assignor  was  not  connected — 
an  equity  of  a  third  party  outside  and  independent  of  the 
rights  of  the  mortgagee,  which  no  reported  case  has  ever  held 
to  be  protected,  and  which  does  not  come  within  the  prin- 
ciple  decided  to  be  applicable  to  the  parties  to  the  assign- 
ment, the  assignor  and  assignee. 

If  I  am  correct  in  the  views  which  I  have  expressed,  the 
question  of  good  faith,  upon  which  some  stress  is  laid,  can 
scarcely  be  said  to  arise  in  the  transfer  of  the  bond  and 
mortgage.  If  it  does  however,  there  is  no  pretence  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  a  h(ma  fde.  purchaser.  The  assignment 
shows  that  she  was.  It  expresses  a  full  consideration,  and 
in  the  absence  of  any  circumstances  to  impugn  the  hana 
fdea  of  the  transaction,  every  presumption  is  in  favor  of  its 
fairness.  In  the  case  of  Bush  agt.  Lathrop,  before  cited. 
Judge  DENIO9  discusses  the  question  whether  the  defend- 
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ant  was  a  bona  Jide  purchaser,  and  says  it  appeared  that  a 
debt  of  fourteen  hundred  dollars  well  secured  bj  a  mortgage 
on  real  estate  was  sold  for  one-fifth  of  that  sum.  That  was 
enough  to  put  a  person  upon  inquiry.  He  also  expresses 
the  opinion,  that  if  upon  making  reasonable  inquiries, 
although  the  assignment  was  conditional,  he  had  been  led 
to  belieye  that  the  purchase  was  absolute,  he  would  have 
been  entitled  to  the  character  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser ;  and 
as  he  was  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf,  and  might  have 
sworn  that  he  had  no  notice  of  the  condition,  he  ought  to 
have  denied  notice,  whether  inquired  of  by  the  plaintiff  or  not. 
No  such  role  can  apply  to  a  case  where  the  assignment  on 
its  face  purports  a  full  consideration  ;  where  there  is  noth- 
ing in  the  case  to  indicate  a  want  of  good  f  aith^  and  where 
the  party  himself  was  not  sworn  as  a  witness.  Prima  facie 
the  assignments  were  fair  and  valid,  and  until  impeached,  I 
think  the  plaintiff  was  not  called  upon  to  rebut  a  presump- 
tion of  bad  faith  not  warranted  by  any  of  the  facts  in  the 
case. 

I  am  not  prepared  to  assent  to  the  rule  laid  down  by  the 
"iMnied  judge  in  his  opinion,  that  the  bond  and  mortgage 
bdion^  to  Gidney,  the  assignee  of  the  contract  for  the  sale 
of  tlie  vesl  estate.  The  assignment  of  the  bond  and  mort- 
gage was  n^ade  by  Livingston  on  the  7th  of  June,  1860. 
The  assignment  of  the  contract  to  Gidney  was  executed  by 
Livingston  on  the  8th  day  of  February,  1861,  some  time 
afterwards.  As  Livingston  had  parted  with  his  title  to  the 
bond  and  mortgage,  before  the  assignment  to  Gidney,  he 
could  not  transfer  what  did  not  belong  to  him.  He  did  not 
own  it  at  the  time,  and  hence  the  assignment  could  not 
cany  with  it,  what  he  did  not  hold.  So  far  then,  as  Gidney 
is  concerned,  he  has  no  claim  to  the  bond  and  mortgage. 

Li  my  opinion,  a  new  trial  should  be  denied,  and  the  judg- 
ment affirmed  with  costs. 
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SUPEEME  COUET. 
S.  M.  Baibd  agt.  John  G.  Pbidmobe. 

The  objection  that  a  aummon»  issued  fr'om  a  Justice's  court  is  inralid  by  reason 
of  the  omission  to  affix  thereto  a  IT,  S.  revenue  stampf  should  be  made  before 
the  justice  on  the  return  day  qf  the  stmuiwns.  It  is  too  late  to  raise  that  objec- 
tion for  the  first  time  on  appeaL  After  judgment,  such  an  objection  should  not 
be  listened  to  in  any  court. 

jR  seemSj  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  U.  S.  revenue  act,  to  impose  a  stamp 
duty  of  50  cents  upon  all  writs,  summons  and  other  original  process  by  which 
a  suit  was  commenced  in  any  court  of  record,  and  also  of  the  same  amount 
upon  any  writ,  process  or  summons  in  a  justice* a  court  or  other  court,  not  of 
record,  for  the  recoyery  of  any  sum  exceeding  1100. 

The  conatdulionalUy  of  the  internal  revenue  act  is  too  clear  for  discussion. 

Monroe  General  Term  Jwie^  1866. 

B^ore  Welles,  Johnson  and  E.  D.  Smith,  Justices. 

This  action  was  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
by  service  of  a  summons  issued  by  the  justice,  and  com- 
manding the  defendant  to  appear  before  said  justice  to 
answer  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff  to  his  damage  of  two 
hundred  dollars  or  under. 

No  revenue  stamp,  under  the  statute  of  the  United  Stj 
was  attached  to  said  summons  at  any  time.  The  d^fm(\p^' 
failed  to  appear  before  the  justice,  and  the  plaintiff  recorered 
a  judgment  from  which  the  defendant  appealed  t<^h«^ounty 
court  of  Livingston  county,  upon  the  ground  tlmtAjie  sum- 
mons issued  by  the  justice  was  irregular  and  voiNi)y  reason 
of  being  issued  and  served  without  a  revenue  stamp*  being 
attached  thereto,  which  was  the  only  question  in  the'aase  ; 
fhe  county  court  affirmed  the  judgment  and  delivered  tlie 
following  opinion : 

S.  Hubbard,  County  Judge.  This  action  was  commenced 
by  summons  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  which  con- 
cludes as  follows :  "  To  answer  S.  M.  Baird  in  a  civil  action 
to  his  damage  of  two  hundred  dollars  or  under."  There  is 
no  other  statement  of  claim  in  the  summons. 

The  summons  was  not  stamped. 

It  is  claimed  by  appellant  that  it  shoidd  have  been  stamped 
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with  a  50  cent  internal  revenue  stamp,  and  for  lack  of  such 
stamp  it  was  void,  and  the  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

The  respondent  claims : 

First  That  the  law  requiring  the  process  of  state  courts 
to  be  stamped  is  unconstitutional. 

Second.  That  the  summons  in  this  case  is  not  within  the 
requirements  of  the  law. 

The  authorities  on  the  question  of  unstamped  process 
being  void,  are  very  nearly  equal,  and  it  might  seem  osten- 
tatious for  a  county  court  to  give  an  elaborate  opinion  deter- 
mining the  just  weight  of  the  respective  authorities  unless 
absolutely  necessary.  On  a  careful  consideration  of  the 
whole  matter,  I  do  not  think  such  necessity  exists  in  this 
case.  I  will  assume  the  law  to  be  constitutional.  The  ques- 
tion then  remains — does  the  law  require  a  justice's  summons 
to  be  stamped? 

It  is  clear  that  the  only  process  from  a  justice's  court 
requiring  to  be  stamped  by  the  terms  of  the  law,  is  a  writ, 
in  which  the  amount  claimed  is  $100  or  over. 

The  question  in  this  case  then  is — ^was  this  summons  a 
writ  claiming  one  himdred  dollars  or  over  ? 

But  leaving  out  the  latter  clause  was  it  a  writ  within  the 
meaniiig  of  the  law  ? 

It  is  a  little  difficult  to  determine  what  is  now  in  this  state 
a  true  definition  of  a  writ,  but  a  common  law  definition,  and 
which  congress  may  well  have  had  a  view,  requires  a  seal 
{Bouvier's  Law  Dictionary,  tvrit).  This  summons  neither  had, 
nor  required  a  seal.  Nor  did  a  justice's  warrant  require  a 
seal  at  common  law  (42  Barb.  215) ;  and  was,  therefore, 
not  regarded  as  a  writ.  It  might  be  under  seal,  and  would 
then  probably  be  a  writ.  If  it  requires  a  seal  within  the 
meaning  of  this  law  to  constitute  a  writ,  then  of  course  this 
summons  needed  no  stamp. 

In  courts  of  record  "writs  or  other  original  process" 
require  stamps.  But  in  justice's  court  "  other  original  pro- 
cess" do  not  require  stamps.  And  "no  writ,  summons,  or 
other  process  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,"  except  "  a 
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writ  in  which  is  claimed  $100  or  oyer/'  is  subject  to  stamp 
duties. 

This  summons  did  not  require  anj  statement  of  claim, 
and  the  respondent  insists  that  it  should  not  be  interpreted 
to  state  any,  but  whatever  may  be  its  true  interpretation,  or 
whatever  may  be  held  to  be  a  correct  definition  6i  writ,  it 
can  hardly  be  held  that  a  justice's  summons  requires  a  stamp. 
Congress  has  clearly  made  a  distinction  between  "  writs," 
''  summons  and  other  original  process,"  and  in  courts  not  of 
record  has  only  taxed  writs,  while  summons  or  other  process 
issued  by  justices  of  the  peace,  except  writs,  are  exempt. 
If  we  cannot  tell  precisely  what  they  included  in  each  class, 
we  can  yet  see  that  they  made  the  classes,  and  that  they 
more  probably  included  justice's  summons  in  the  class  of 
"sximmons  and  other  original  process,"  than  in  the  class  of 
writs. 

In  this  view  the  judment  should  be  affirmed. 

From  this  decision  the  defendant  appealed  to  this  coiirt. 


BmoHAM  &  Bbobhead,  attomeySy  and 
A.  M.  BmoHAH,  counsel  for  appellant. 

First  Section  151  of  the  act  of  congress,  approved  June 
30th,  1864,  called  the  national  tax  law,  provided :  "  That 
there  should  be  levied  and  collected  upon  such  instruments, 
written  or  printed,  as  were  set  forth  in  schedule  '  B,'  the 
several  sums  of  money  set  down  in  figures,  or  otherwise 
specified  in  said  schedule." 

Section  158  "  provided  that  any  person  who  should  make, 
sign  or  issue  any  such  paper  without  having  an  adhesive 
stamp  to  denote  the  duty  thereon,  with  intent  to  evade  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  shaU  for  every  such  offense  forfeit  the 
sum  of  two  hundred  dollars  ;  and  such  document  or  paper 
shaU  be  deemed  invalid  and  of  no  effect." 

Schedule  "  B  "  reads  as  follows : 

1.  "  Writ  or  other  original  process  by  which  any  suit  is 
commenced  in  any  court  of  record,  either  of  law  or  equity, 
50  cents." 
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2.  "  Where  the  amount  claimed  in  a  writ,  issued  by  a 
court  not  of  record,  is  one  hundred  dollars  or  o^r,  50  cents." 

3.  "  Provided  that  no  writ,  summons  or  other  process 
issued  by  and  returnable  to  a  justice  of  the  peace,  except  as 
hereinbefore  provided,  &c,,  shall  be  subject  to  the  payment 
of  stamp  duties. 

The  county  court  decided  the  case  entirely  upon  the 
ground  that  the  word  writ,  in  the  second  clause  of  schedule 
"  B,"  above  quoted,  must  be  construed  to  mean  a  process 
issued  under  the  seal  of  the  court,  and  did  not  apply  to  a 
summons  which  was  not  under  seal. 

Second.  We  do  not  understand  the  word  writ  in  the  section 
referred  to,  to  possess  any  such  limited  meaning ;  because, 

1.  A  process  under  the  seal  of  the  court  is  not  the  general 
definition  of  the  word  writ. 

Bouvier  defines  the  word  writ  to  be,  in  its  general  mean- 
ing, "  a  mandatory  precept,  issued  by  the  authority  and  in 
the  name  of  the  sovereign  or  the  state,  for  the  purpose  of 
compelling  the  defendant  to  do  something  therein  men- 
tioned "  {Bouvier' 8  Law  Dictionary ^  vd,  2,  663). 

A  summons  is  defined  to  be  "  the  name  of  a  writ,  com- 
manding the  sheriff  or  other  authorized  officer  to  notify  a 
party  to  appear  in  court  to  answer  a  complaint "  {Bouvier* a 
Law  Diriionary,  vd.  2,  559). 

Worcester  defines  a  writ  to  be  :  "  In  practice,  a  judicial 
instrument  by  which  a  court  commands  some  act  to  be  done 
by  the  person  to  whom  it  is  directed." 
•  The  above  definition  of  the  word  writ,  is  the  modem  under- 
standing and  the  practical  definition  of  the  word,  as  used  by 
law  writers  and  law  makers  at  the  present  day. 

2.  There  is  no  reason  for  supposing,  from  the  act  of  con- 
gress or  otherwise,  that  any  difference  was  intended  between 
original  process  under  seal,  or  not  under  seal.  We  cannot 
presume,  certainly,  that  congress  intended  to  make  any 
such  useless  distinctions,  with  no  other  object  to  accomphsh 
except  to  complicate  the  law,  and  taking  the  three  clauses 
together,  above  quoted  from  schedule  "  B,"  it  is  very  evident 
that  congress  intended  to  make  the  necessity  for  a  stamp 
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dependent  upon  the  amount  in  litigation  as  it  appeared  from 
the  writ,  giving  to  justice  courts  the  priyilege  of  litigating 
claims  below  $100  without  a  stamp. 

3.  Every  act  of  the  legislature  must  be  so  construed  as  to 
give  it  some  meaning,  if  possible,  but  if  the  limited  meaning 
of  the  word  "  writ,"  which  the  county  court  has  attached  to 
it,  is  to  be  applied,  then  the  clause  in  schedule  "  B,"  refer- 
ring to  justice  courts,  has  no  meaning  whatever,  because 
there  are  no  justice  courts  which  have  seals,  and  they  can- 
not issue  "  writs  "  under  the  definition  of  the  word  applied 
by  the  county  court,  and  the  result  is,  if  we  are  to  adopt  this 
definition,  that  congress  must  have  been  ignorant  of  the  true 
meaning  of  the  word  "  writ,"  when  they  solemnly  enacted 
that "  no  writ,  summons  or  other  process,  issued  by  and 
returnable  to  a  justice  of  the  peace,  except  as  hereinbefore 
provided,  &c.,  shall  be  subject  to  the  payment  of  stamp 
duties."  And  congress  must  also  have  supposed  that  they 
had  provided  for  the  taxation  of  some  kinds  of  process  issued 
by  justices  of  the  peace,  otherwise  they  would  not  have 
inserted  "  except  as  hereinbefore  provided."  And  there  is 
no  clause  in  schedule  "  B  "  which  this  language  could  refer 
to  except  that  provision  wherein  a  stamp  duty  is  provided 
of  fifty  cents  upon  a  "writ "  issued  by  a  court  not  of  record, 
where  the  amount  claimed  in  the  "  writ "  is  one  hundred 
dollars  or  over. 

Third.  The  amount  claimed  in  the  writ  issued  by  the  jus- 
tice was  two  hundred  dollars  or  under.  Judgment  might 
have  been  entered  for  two  hundred  dollars  under  this  writ, 
if  the  proof  had  been  sufficient.  It  was,  therefore,  within 
the  intention  of  the  act  affixing  stamp  duties,  and  also  within 
the  express  language  of  the  act  which  reads  "where  the 
amount  claimed  in  the  writ."  It  is,  therefore,  the  amount 
claimed  in  the  writ  which  is  to  decide  its  liability  to  stamp 
duties. 

Fourth.  The  act  of  congress  clearly  applied  to  the  sum- 
mons issued  as  the  commencement  of  this  action. 

1.  It  required  an  adhesive  stamp  denoting  a  duty  of  50 
cents  to  be  attached,  and  it  is  unneceasary  to  decide  whether 
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the  summons  was  yoid  under  section  158.  If  the  legislature 
requires  a  stamp  to  be  affixed,  it  in  substance  prohibits  the 
issuing  one  without  a  stamp.  The  summons  would,  there- 
fore, be  irregular  without  it,  and  if  the  irregularity  was  not 
waived  by  an  appearance,  the  court  would  reverse  the  judg- 
ment. 

The  affixing  a  penalty  to  an  act  renders  it  illegal  without 
any  prohibitory  words  in  the  statute  (HaHet  agt.  Novion^  14 
Johns.  273,  290). 

2.  The  provision  of  section  158,  which  provides  that  a 
paper  issued  without  a  stamp,  with  intent  to  evade  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act,  applies  only  to  the  penalty  for  such  omis- 
sion, and  by  a  subsequent  clause  of  said  section,  such  paper 
is  made  invalid  whether  a  stamp  is  not  affixed,  with  intent  to 
evade  the  provisions  of  the  act,  or  otherwise. 

3.  Every  person  is  ordinarily  presumed  to  do  what  he 
does  do  intentionally,  and  if  there  was  any  excuse  to  offer 
for  not  having  attached  a  stamp  to  the  summons  in  tiiis 
action,  it  devolved  upon  the  party  affected  by  the  failure  to 
comply  with  the  law,  to  show  the  excuse  for  such  failure. 

Fifth,  The  constitutionalLty  of  the  act  of  congress  was 
extensively  discussed  upon  the  argument  before  the  couniy 
court. 

The  case  of  Wcrren  agt.  Pavl^  supreme  court  of  Indiana, 
was  principally  relied  upon  as  authority. 

In  that  case  the  principal  argument  seemed  to  be,  that  the 
right  of*  taxation  of  the  process  of  state  courts,  necessarily 
imphed  the  right  of  prohibiting  the  functions  of  the  state 
tribunals. 

But  this  logic,  by  the  decisions  of  our  state  courts,  has 
been  demonstrated  to  be  unsound.  In  Wynehamer  agt. 
People  (13  N.  T.  B.  378),  the  court  of  appeals  decided  that 
a  law  which  directly  or  indirectly  occasioned  the  destruction 
of  personal  property  or  prohibited  its  enjoyment,  was  uncon- 
stitutional, while  it  is  equally  the  well  established  law  that 
the  same  property  may  be,  and  its  use  and  sale  are  regulated 
and  taxed  to  any  extent  which  does  not  substantially  pro- 
hibit its  enjoyment.  There  does  not  seem  to  be  any  essential 
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difference  in  regard  to  the  power  to  tax  the  "  right  to  jus- 
tice," as  it  is  called  in  Warren  agt.  Paidf  or  the  power  to  tax 
property  directly.  One  is  a  taxation  of  the  means  by  which 
property  is  acquired,  held  and  enjoyed,  and  the  other  is  a 
tax  upon  the  property  itself;  and  excessiye  taxation  in 
either  case  would  be  equally  destructive  of  a  man's  rights, 
for  it  matters  not  whether  you  take  away  the  means  by 
which  a  man  holds  and  enjoys  property,  or  allow  him  to 
hold  property  upon  such  burdensome  conditions  that  its 
yalue  is  destroyed.  The  same  argument,  as  is  demonstrated 
by  White,  justice,  in  the  German  Leiderkram  agt.  Schiemann 
(25  How,  388),  which  would  take  away  the  power  of  congress 
to  require  a  stamp  upon  legal  process,  would  do  away  with 
the  whole  act  relating  to  stamp  duties. 

But  it  is  perhaps  sufficient  for  the  argument  upon  this 
case  that  the  law  relating  to  stamp  duties  has  been  held  valid 
all  over  this  State,  with  the  single  exception  of  Judge  Bab- 
KABD.  In  fVcUsan  agt,  Morton  (27  How.  294 ;  25  How.  388), 
above  cited,  and  in  a  large  number  of  cases  not  reported,  a 
summons  has  been  held  void  for  want  of  a  revenue  stamp. 

Abbott  &  Wabd,  attorneys^  and 
A.  J.  Abbott,  counsd/or  respondent. 

The  only  question  in  this  case  is,  did  the  summons  issued 
by  the  justice  require  a  stamp,  and  was  it  void  for  not  being 
stamped? 

The  law  of  congress  provides  that  a  ^'  writ  or  other  original 
process,"  &c.,  in  any  "  court  of  record,"  &c.,  shall  be  stamped.  • 
That ''  where  the  amount  claimed  in  the  writ,  issued  by  a 
court  not  of  record,  is  one  hundred  dollars  or  over,"  the  writ 
shall  be  stamped.  It  then  provides  that "  no  writ,  summons 
or  other  process  issued  by  and  returnable  to  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  except  as  hereinbefore  provided,"  &c.,  "  should  be 
subject  to  stamp  duty." 

Section  158  of  said  law  provides  that  "  any  person  or  per- 
sons who  shall  make,"  &c.,  "  any  instrument,"  &c.,  ''  without 
the  same  being  duly  stamped,"  &c.,  "  with  intent  to  evade 
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the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall  for  any  such  offense  forfeit 
the  sum  of  fifty  dollars,  and  such  instrument,"  &c.j  ''  shaU 
be  deemed  inyalid  and  of  no  effect." 

First  Said  summons  required  no  stamp. 

1.  It  is  not  a  wrii>-a  writ  at  common  law,  must  be  in  the 
name  of  the  people,  and  must  be  under  seal.  {Blackstone^a 
Com. ;  Bouvier's  Law  Die. ;  BurnWa  Law  Die.  and  other 
authorities.) 

We  believe  the  practice  in  the  U.  S.  courts  is  the  common 
law  practice,  and  writs  in  those  courts  are  in  the  name  of 
the  people  and  under  seal.  Congress  must  be  assumed  to 
have  used  the  term  writ  in  its  common  law  sense,  imd  as  used 
in  the  federal  courts  at  large,  and  not  as  used  or  defined  in 
the  local  courts  of  any  particular  state. 

Formerly  in  this  state,  original  process  were  called  writs, 
and  were  in  the  name  of  the  people  and  under  seal.  Wherever 
the  legislature  has  changed  the  law,  and  dispensed  with  the 
seal  as  to  a  certain  class  of  writs,  it  has  changed  the  desig- 
nation of  that  class  of  writs,  from  writ  to  summons,  indicat- 
ing that  the  term  writ  as  correctly  defined,  was  no  longer 
applicable  to  that  class  of  process,  but  leaving  the  term  writ 
still  applicable  to  a  large  class  of  process,  writs  of  error,  or 
writs  of  commission,  Ac,  which  must  stiU  be  under  seal. 

2.  It  was  manifestly  the  intention  of  congress  to  discrimi- 
nate  between  the  terms  writ  and  summons,  the  term  writ 
being  used  in  all  three  of  the  clauses,  and  the  word  sum- 
mons only  in  the  proviso,  &c. 

3.  In  the  summons,  in  this  case,  there  is  no  "  claim  in  the 
writ "  of  "  one  hundred  dollars  or  over,"  the  phrase  "  to  his 
damage  of  two  himdred  dollars  or  under  "  is  not  such  claim ; 
is  no  claim  whatever. 

The  law  being  in  derogation  of  the  common  law,  affecting 
as  it  does  the  right  of  property  of  the  citizen,  and  the  juris- 
diction of  the  state  courts,  in  the  administration  of  justice 
must  be  strictly  construed. 

4.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  that  it  was  the  "  intent 
(of  the  justice)  to  evade  the  provisions  "  of  the  law. 

Second.  So  far  as  the  act  of  congress  assumes  to  declare 
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inyalid  for  want  of  a  stamp  the  process  of  a  state  court,  it  is 
unconstitutional. 

Congress  has  no  right,  under  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States,  to  interfere  with  the  independent  jurisdiction 
of  states  and  state  courts. 

No  such  power  is  granted  to  the  general  government  in 
any  of  its  departments,  by  any  express  or  implied  provision 
of  the  constitution. 

"  The  powers  not  delegated  to  the  United  States  by  the 
constitution,  nor  prohibited  by  it  to  the  states,  are  reserved 
to  the  states  respectively  or  to  the  people." 

This  is  a  very  important  question,  and  we  bespeak  f6r  it 
the  deliberate  consideration  of  this  court.  {American  Law 
Register^  vd.  4,  No.  3,  p.  157,  new  aeries ;  24  How.  Prac.  Rep. 
357). 

By  the  courts  E.  Darwin  Smtth,  J.  It  was  the  intent,  I 
think,  of  the  151st  section,  act  of  congress  of  1864,  entitled 
"  an  act  to  provide  internal  revenue  for  the  support  of  the 
government,"  to  impose  a  stamp  duty  of  50  cents  upon  all 
writs,  summons  and  other  original  process  by  which  a  stiit 
was  commenced  in  any  court  of  record,  and  also  of  the  same 
amount  upon  any  writ,  process  or  sunmions  in  a  justices' 
court,  or  other  court  not  of  record,  for  the  recovery  of  any 
sum  exceeding  $100. 

Construing  together' all  the  provisions  in  the  schedule  B 
annexed  to  said  act  and  referred  to  in  said  section  relating 
to  the  same  subject,  the  imposition  of  stamp  duties  upon 
legal  documents,  I  think  such  the  fair  meaning  and  intent 
of  those  provisions.  But,  however  this  may  be,  I  do  not 
think  it  necessary  to  decide  this  question  in  this  case. 

If  the  summons  by  which  this  action  was  commenced 
should  have  had  affixed  to  it  a  revenue  stamp  of  50  cents,  I 
think  it  too  late  to  raise  that  question  in  a  court  of  appeal. 

Section  158  of  said  act  as  amended  in  chapter  78  of  an 
act  passed  March  3, 1865,  declares  what  shall  be  the  penalty 
for  the  omission  to  put  the  proper  stamp  upon  the  legal 
document    as   required   in   section    151,   and   it  is,    that 
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whoever  shall  make,  sign  or  issue  such  instrument,  doc- 
umeDt  or  paper,  "with  intent  to  evade  the  provisions  of 
the  said  iact,  shall  for  said  offense  forfeit  the  sum  of  ^0 ; 
and  such  instrument,  document  or  paper  shall  be  deemed 
invalid  and  of  no  effect." 

The  omission  to  put  the  proper  stamp  upon  anj  legal  docu- 
ment,  should  perhaps  be  deemed  presumptive  evidence  of 
an  intent  to  evade  tiie  statute,  but  nothing  more.  The  paper 
is  not  void,  but  voidable  for  such  omission,  and  I  think  the 
party  who  has  omitted  to  put  the  proper  stamp  upon  the 
document,  may  and  mnat  have  an  opportunity  to  repel  such 
presumption  before  he  is  subject  to  the  penalty  of  the  act, 
and  before  the  instrument  or  document  shall  be  held  invalid. 

The  objection  to  the  summons  in  this  case,  if  valid,  should 
have  been  made  before  the  justice  on  the  return  day  of  the 
summons.  The  plaintiff  might  then  have  obviated  the 
objection  and  satisfied  the  justice  that  the  omi&sioD  to  put  a 
stamp  upon  the  summons  proceeded  from  mistake  or  igno- 
rance of  the  fact  that  one  was  required,  and  not  from  intent 
to  evade  the  statute.  Upon  such  proof  I  think  the  justice 
might  have  allowed  the  proper  stamp  to  be  then  affixed  to 
the  summons.  If  the  same  question  had  arisen  in  this  court, 
I  think  it  would  or  should  have  allowed  the  proper  stamp  to 
be  affixed  to  the  summons  in  such  case  nwncpro  tunc. 

By  omitting  to  make  this  objection  before  the  justice,  and 
before  judgment,  the  plaintiff  has  lost  the  opportunity  to 
rectify  the  mistake,  and  for  this  reason  I  think  the  defendant 
should  be  deemed  to  have  waived  the  objection. 

After  judgment  I  think  such  an  objection  to  the  summons 
should  not  be  listened  to  in  any  court. 

The  constitutionality  of  the  internal  revenue  act  it  seems 
to  me  is  too  clear  fo: 
impose  taxes  for  the 
and  while  taxes  are 
discretion  of  the  nal 
ation,  cannot  be  revi 

The  judgment  sho 
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SUPREME  OOUET. 
Spengeb  J.  Beed  agt.  William  E.  Moohe. 

rhe  opinions  of  a  majority  of  the  court  in  this  case  are  published  ante,  p.  264. 
This  dissenting  « pinion  of  Judge  Masok  was  not  received  in  time  for  publication 
with  the  others 

Mason,  J.  diase/ding :  The  plaintiff  in  this  case  recovered 
a  judgment  on  the  8th  of  February,  1865,  against  the  defend- 
ant, before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Broome  county  for  $89 
damages  and  $3.88  costs. 

The  defendant  appealed  to  the  county  court  of  said  county, 
and  specified  in  his  notice  of  appeal  the  following  grounds 
of  error  and  particulars  wherein  he  claimed  the  judgment 
should  have  been  more  favorable  to  him : 

First  That  the  justice  erred  in  refusing  to  nonsuit  the 
plaintiff  on  the  defendant's  motion. 

Second.  That  the  judgment  was  rendered  against  the  law 
of  the  case. 

Third.  That  the  judgment  was  rendered  against  the  evi- 
dence. 

Fourth,  That  the  judgment  should  have  been  for  the 
defendant  and  not  for  the  plaintiffl 

Fifth  That  the  facts  proven  on  the  trial  are  not  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant. 

Sixth  That  the  judgment  of  the  justice  should  have  been 
made  more  favorable  to  the  defendant  in  these  particulars, 
viz: 

1.  That  the  justice  allowed  the  plaintiff  for  103  days  for 
keeping  the  defendant's  horse,  at  $1  per  day,  and  deducting 
therefrom  14  days'  absence  of  horse,  making  the  sum  of  $89, 
when  in  truth  and  fact  he  should  have  allowed  the  plaintiff 
only  $75,  being  the  amount  claimed  in  the  complaint  for  keep- 
ing said  horse  for  15  weeks  at  $5  per  week,  making  a  differ- 
ence in  the  damages  of  $14 ;  which  sum  of  $14  this  defendant 
claims  should  be  deducted  from  the  amount  of  said  judg- 

Voii.  XXXL  24 
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ment,  and  the  judgment  made  more  favorahlG  thei^eby  to  the 
defendant. 

2.  That  the  justice  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for 
$89,  when  in  truth  and  in  fact  he  should  have  allowed  only 
$78.70,  making  a  difference  of  $10.30 ;  which  sum  of  $10.30 
the  defendant  claims  should  be  deducted  from  said  judgment 
and  made  more  favorable  to  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  within  the  fifteen  days  allowed  by  section 

371  of  the  Code,  served  upon  the  defendant  and  the  justice 
an  offer  in  writing,  authorizing  the  judgment  to  be  reduced 
to  the  sum  of  $75.  This  offer  was  not  accepted  by  the 
defendant,  and  the  cause  proceeded  to  trial  in  the  county 
courts  and  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict  against  the 
defendant  for  $70  only  ;  and  the  plaintiff  procured  his  costs  to 
be  taxed,  and  entered  a  judgment  for  the  $70,  the  amount 
of  the  verdict  and  also  the  costs  of  the  suit ;  and  which,  on 
the  defendant's  motion,  was  set  aside  in  the  coimty  court ; 
that  court  holding  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  costs, 
but  that  the  defendant  was ;  and  he  ordered  that  the  defend- 
ant's costs  of  the  suit  be  set  off  against  the  plaintiff's  ver- 
dict, and  judgment  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  balance 
only,  and  from  this  order  the  plaintiff  has  appealed  to  this 
court. 

The  case  of  WynJcoopfigt.  HaUmt  (43  Barb.  R.  266),  decided 
by  us,  holds  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  under  any  obligation 
in  this  case  to  make  an  offer  under  the  first  five  specifica- 
tions of  defendant's  notice  of  appeal  to  give  up  his  judgment 
entirely,  and  authorize  a  judgment  to  be  entered  for  the 
defendant,  when  the  trial  on  appeal  showed  that  he  was  at 
least  entitled  to  judgment  in  damages  against  the  defendant 
for  $70 ;  and  I  will  content  myself  by  referring  to  the  reasons 
assigned  in.  that  case  as  controlling  this.  The  argument 
was  there  made  as  in  this  case,  that  the  appellant  obtained 
a  more  favorable  judgment,  and  therefore,  within  the  very 
letter  of  the  statute,  the  appellant  was  entitled  to  costs.  But 
we  held  that  the  true  rule  of  construction  required  us  to 
look  beyond  the  mere  letter  of  the  statute,  and  when  the 
intention  of  the  framecs  of  the  statute  should  be  ascertained, 
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it  must  be  followed,  although  such  construction  seemed  con- 
trary to  the  letter  of  the  statute,  upon  the  principle  that  "  a 
thing  that  is  within  the  letter  of  a  statute  is  not  within  the 
statute  imless  it  be  also  within  the  intention  of  the  law 
makers.  (Wynioop  agt  Halbut,  43  Barb.  B.  267,  268 ;  16  J. 
B.  380;  Smith  on  Statute  Constrnction,  820,) 

The  only  remaining  question  in  the  case  is  whether  the 
offer  of  the  plaintiff  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be  reduced' to 
$75,  saves  this  respondent  from  costs,  and  entitles  him  to  costs 
on  this  appeal.  The  371st  section  of  the  Code  declares  that 
in  the  notice  of  appeal  the  appellant  shall  state  in  what  par- 
ticulars he  claims  the  judgment  shoidd  have  been  more 
favorable  to  him,  and  that  within  fifteen  days  after  service 
of  the  notice  of  appeal,  the  respondent  may  serve  upon  the 
appellant  and  justice  an  offer  in  writing  to  allow  the  judg- 
ment  fo  be  corrected  in.  any  of  the  particulars  mentioned  in 
the  notice  of  appeal ;  and  the  section  then  declares  that  the 
appellant  may  file  an  acceptance  of  this  offer  within  five 
days,  and  that'  the  justice  shall  then  correct  the  judgment 
accordingly,  &c. 

The  statute  then  declares  that  if  such  offer  be  not  made 
and  the  judgment  in  the  coimty  court  be  made  more  favor- 
able to  the  appellant  than  the  judgment  in  the  court  below, 
or  if  such  offer  be  made  and  not  accepted,  and  the  judgment 
be  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than  the  offer  of  the 
respondent,  tiie  appellant  shall  recover  -^osts.  The  statute 
further  declares  that  the  respondent  shall  be  entitiedto  costs 
where  the  appellant  is  not.  This  statute  requires  the  appel- 
lant to  state  in  his  notice  of  appeal  in  what  particulars  he 
claims  the  judgment  should  have  been  more  favorable  to 
him  ;  and  the  statute  expressly  restricts  the  right  of  the 
respondent  to  make  his  offer  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be 
corrected,  to  the  particulars  mentioned  in  the  notice  of 
appeal.  The  respondent  in  this  case  made  his  offer  to  reduce 
the  judgment  to  the  very  smallest  sum  claimed  in  the  notice 
of  appeal^  and  in  the  very  particulars  claimed  in  the  notice 
of  appeal.  He  has  made  the  offer  in  writing  to  allow  the 
judgment  to  be  corrected  in  the  very  particular  mentioned 
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in  the  notice  of  appeaL  He  has  done  all  the  law  requires 
or  allowed  him  to  do  bj^way  of  reducing  the  judgment.  The 
only  offer  he  could  make  was  to  haTe  it  leduced  in  the  )par- j 
ticular  stated  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  and  the  law  is  not  so . 
unreasonable  as  to  require  him  to  do  more,  and  no  construe* 
tion  should  be  put  upon  this  statute  which  will  inipose  costs 
upon  him  under  such  circumstances.  Such  injustice  tkerer 
could  hare  been  intended  by  the  firamers  of  this  statute. 
The  order  appealed  from  should  be  rerersed,  with  ten  dol- 
lars to  the  appellant,  and  the  judgment  be  permitted  to 
stand,  but  the  costs  must  be  readjusted  on  the  usual  notice 
to  the  defendant. 


•  »• 


COLUMBIA  COUNTY  COUET. 

Washinqton  Deceeb  agt.  Samuel  L.  Myebs. 

The  finding  of  a  jniy  on  »  question  of  fitct,  upon  wliioh  there  is  oonflictmg  evU- 
dence, »  odDdufiive,  and  cannot,  except  in  extreme  caeee,  be  reviewed  on 
sppeaL 

A  party  cannot  make  Yds  own  declarations  evidence  in  his  own  &vor,  where  thej 
are  not  eaOed  for  by,  or  are  not  in  response  to  anything  said  by  theoppoaite 
party. 

The  admission  of  improper  testimony  npon  a  material  issue,  is  not  a  technical 
error,  and  cannot  be  disregarded,  though  there  may  be  uponthe  same  queetioii 
other  competent  and  vfScient  evidence.  Tbe  court  cannot  say  that  the  jury 
were  not  influenced  by  the  illegal  testimony. 

The  legal  rule  or  measure  of  damages  fbr  a  breach  of  warranty  of  property  sold, 
18  the  difTerenoe  between  the  value  of  the  property  as  it  really  was^  and  what  its 
vahie  would  have  been  had  it  corresponded  wi&  the  warranty. 

The  question  to  the  witnesses  "  what  is  the  difference  in  value  T'  was  improper 
and  inadmissible.  In  this  form  it  tended  to  elicit,  and  required  or  admitted  the 
opinion  of  the  witnesses  upon  the  rule  or  measure  of  damages,  and  upon  the 
amount  of  the  damages  the  phuntiff  was  entitled  to  recover.  A  witneea  cannot 
thus  be  put  directly  in  the  place  of  the  court  and  Jury. 

^e  value  of  property  may  be  proved  by  the  opinion  of  witnesses  who  areweD 
acquainted  with  the  value  of*  similar  property;  hat  its  difference  in  rahie  in  one 
oonditioOy  and  in  another,  cannot  be  so  shown,  being  a  conclusion  of  the  wit- 
ness upon  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact.  He  may  g^ve  his  opinion  of  the 
▼ahie  of  the  property  in  one  condition  and  its  value  in  another ;  but  he  should 
flrat  state  the  fkcts  within  his  knowledge  upon  which  he  founds  his  valuation, 
to  enable  the  jury  to  appreciate  his  estimate^  and  the  Jury  should  be  left  to  draw 
their  own  conclusion  as  to  the  difference  of  value. 
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Ndlis  agt.  McOam  (86  Barb.  115),  and  Sarpending  agt.  5AoemaJieer  (87  Barb. 
270|,  as  to  the  admiosibility  of  opinion  on  the  question  of  damages,  are  in  con- 
flict with  the  l<xig  eeries  of  a^Jndged  cases  on  the  sabJecL 

The  objection  to  the  inquiry  in  relation  to  the  difference  of  valae,  was  soiBcientfy 
snecific  to  raise  the  question,- whether  the  opinion  of  the  witnesses  was  admis- 
siUe,  and  it  was  not  necessary  to  have  repeated  the  objection  to  the  similar 
inquiry  of  the  witness  Allen  Miller,  it  having  been  interposed  to  the  quesiioa  to 
the  next  previous  witness,  and  overruled  by  the  justice. 


Argv/ed  and  decided  June  Terrn^  1866. 

Appeal  by  the  defendant  jErom  a  judgment  agunst  him  in 
a  justice's  court.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  a  breach  of  warranty  in  the  sale  of  a  yoke  of  oxen 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  and  was  tried  before  a  jus- 
tice and  jury  in  the  court  below.  The  warranty  alleged  in 
the  complaint,  was  that  the  oxen  were  orderly,  when  in  fact 
they  were  disorderly  and  unruly,  and  whether  there  was  such 
a  warranty  was  a  disputed  question  of  fact,  and  at  the  trial 
evidence  was  given  on  both  sides  of  the  question.  In  addi- 
tion to  oth^  evidence  as  to  the  breach  of  the  warranty,  the 
justice,  after  objection  by  the  defendant,  which  was  over- 
ruled, permitted  the  plaintiff  to  prove  his  own  declaration  to 
the  defendant  that  the  oxen  were  unruly.  No  testimony  was 
^ven  or  offered  as  to  the  value  of  the  oxen  as  warranted,  or 
as  to  their  value  as  disorderly  and  imruly,  and  there  was  n6 
evidence  in  relation  to  their  value  except  as  to  the  price  paid 
for  them.  The  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  on  the  trial,  by 
himself  as  a  witness,  the  difference  in  value  of  the  oxen  as 
warranted  and  as  they  were.  This  was  objected  to  by  the 
defendant,  on  the  ground  that  no  sufficient  evidence  had 
been  given  for  its  admission,  and  the  objection  having  been 
overruled  by  the  justice,  the  question  "  what  is  the  difference 
in  value  ?"  was  put  to  him  and  he  answered  "  about  fifty  dol- 
lars." He  then  further  testified,  "  I  have  bought  and  sold 
cattie  on  my  own  judgment,  and  have  had  unruly  cattie 
before.  I  am  30  years  old,  and  brought  up  a  farmer."  AHen 
Miller,  on  the  paW  of  the  plaintiff,  testified,  "  I  know  the 
parties ;  am  45  years  old  and  a  farmer,  and  always  have 
been ;  have  owned  cattie  and  bought  and  sold  cattie  on  my 
own  judgment,  and  have  heard  the  evidence  about  the  cattle 
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in  question ;  the  difference  in  the  value  of  the  cattle  in  ques- 
tion would  be  about  fifty  dollars."  No  objection  appears  to 
have  been  made  to  the  testimony  of  this  witness.  The  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  of  forty-five  dollars,  upon 
which  the  justice  rendered  judgment,  and  the  defendant 
appealed  to  this  court. 

C.  P.  CoLLiEB, /or  appdlant. 
B.  E.  ANDEEWS,/or  respondent 

Dabius  Peck,  County  Judge.  Whether  there  was  a  gen- 
eral warranty  was  a  question  of  fact  litigated  at  the  trial, 
upon  which  there  was  conflicting  testimony,  and  the  jury 
having  found  for  the  plaintiff  their  verdict  cannot  be  disre- 
garded.  It  is  a  well  settled  rule,  except  in  extreme  cases, 
which  very  rarely  occur,  that  the  finding  of  a  jury  on  a 
question  of  fact,  upon  which  there  is  conflicting  evidence,  is 
conclusive,  and  cannot  be  reviewed  on  appeal,  however  much 
it  may  be  against  the  weight  of  evidence.  {Brotcn  agt. 
WUde,  12  Johns.  JS,  455 ;  Trowbridge  agt.  Baker,  1  Cow.  B. 
261,  253  ;  Douglass  agt.  Tovsey,  2  Wend.  B.  352,  356  ;  Stry- 
her  agt.  Bergen,  15  Wend.  B.  490, 492  ;  Noyes  agt.  Hewitt,  18 
Wend.  B.  141, 145 ;  Oakley  agt.  Van  Horn,  21  Wend.  B.  305, 
307 ;  Whitney  agt.  Crim,  1  HiWs  B.  61,  63 ;  Baum  agt.  Te?-- 
penny,  3  Id.  75,  76 ;  Keder  agt.  Fireman's  Ins.  Co.  3  Id.  250> 
S56 ;  Donald  ^t.  Edgertm,  5  Barb.  8.  C.  B.  560,  562 ;  Bath- 
hone  agt.  Stanton,  6  Id.  141, 143 ;  Adsit  agt.  Wilson,  7  Hoto. 
Pr.  jB,  64,  67 ;  Ihston  agt.  Smith,  1  E.  D.  Smith's  B.  318 ; 
BenneU  agt.  Scutt,  18  Barb.  S.  C.  B.  347,  350 ;  MeOm  agt. 
Smith,  2  E.  D.  Smith's  B.  462,  463 ;  Wiley  agt.  Shier,  22 
Barb.  S.  C.  5.  506,  507  ;  Smith  agt.  HiU,  Id.  656,  661 ;  Pear- 
son  agt.  Fiske,  2  HiU.  B.  146  ;  MendeU  agt.  Freyich,  Id.  178.) 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  of  his  own 
declaration  to  the  defendant  that  the  oxen  were  unruly,  not 
being  caUed  for  by  or  in  response  to  anything  said  by  tiie 
defendant,  was  inadmissible,  and  the  decision  of  the  justice 
overruling  the  objection  to  it  clearly  erroneous.  A  party 
under  such  circumstances  cannot  make  his  own  declarations 
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eveidence  in  his  .own  favor.  There  being,  however,  other 
competent  and  sufficient  evidence  showing  a  breach  of  the 
warranty,  it  is  contended  that  the  judgment  should  not  be 
reversed  on  account  of  the  admission  of  this  improper  testi- 
mony. A  few  cases  sustain  this  doctrine.  {Bort  agt.  Smithy 
5  Barb.  S.  C.  R.  283,  285  ;  Spencer  agt.  Saratoga  and  Wash- 
ington R.  B.  Co.  12  Id.  382,  384 ;  Bvck  agt.  Waterbury,  13 
Id.  116,  118,  119 ;  Harper  agt.  Leaf.,  10  How.  Pr.  B.  276, 
279,  280).  But  these  cases  are  against  the  decided  weight  of 
authority  and  have  been  overruled  by  the  court  of  appeals. 
{Anthoine  agt.  Coit,  2  HalCs  Superior  Court  B.  40,  50  ;  Main 
agt.  Eagle,  1  E.  D.  Smith's  B.  619,  621 ;  Hahn  agt.  Van 
Doren,  Id.  411 ;  Belden  agt.  Nicdayy  4  Id.  14,  17  ;  WorraU 
agt.  ParmdeCy  1  ComM.  519  ;  Williams  agt.  Fitch,  18  N.  T. 
B.  546,  552 ;  Erbm  agt.  LoriUard,  19  Id.  299.)  .  The  breach 
of  the  warranty  in  this  case  was  a  material  issue,  and  the 
unproper  evidence  bore  directly  npon  it.  L.  «ach  case  the 
error  is  not  a  technical  one  and  cannot  be  disregarded.  The 
court  cannot  say  that  the  jury  were  not  influenced  by  the 
illegal  testimony. 

Another  allegation  of  error  is  in  the  admission  of  illegal 
and  improper  evidence  in  relation  to  the  damages  for  the 
breach  of  the  warranty.  As  a  general  rule,  the  measure  of 
damages  for  a  breach  of  warranty  of  property  sold,  is  the 
difference  between  the  value  of  the  property  as  it  yeally  was, 
and  what  its  value  would  have  been  had  it  corresponded  with 
the  warranty.  ( Voorhees  agt.  Earl,  2  HiIVs  B.  288, 291 ;  Cary 
agt.  Gruman,  4  Id.  625 ;  3fuUer  agt.  Em,  14  N.  Y.  B.  597, 
606  ;  Comstock  agt.  Hut^^hinsm,  10  Barb.  S.  C.  B.  211, '  212 ; 
Sharon  agt.  Mosher,  17  Id.  518,  520 ;  Fales  agt.  McKeon.,  2 
Hilt.  B.  53,  55,  56.  The  legal  rule  or  measure  of  damages 
in  this  case  was  the  difference  between  the  value  of  the  oxen  at 
th.e  time  of  the  sale,  if  they  had  been  as  warranted,  and  their 
value  as  they  renHy  were.  •  This  difference  iu  value  consti- 
tuted the  damages.  There  being  no  evidence  of  the  value 
of  the  oxen  as  warranted,  or  as  they  actually  were,  or  other- 
wise, except  as  to  the  price  paid  for  them,  an  opinion  on  the 
difference  of  value  was  an  opinion  on  the  amoimt  of  damages. 
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whoever  shaU  make,  sign  or  issue  such  instrument,  doc- 
ument  or  paper,  ''  with  intent  to  evade  the  provisions  of 
the  said  iact,  shall  for  said  offense  forfeit  the  sum  of  $50 ; 
and  such  instrument,  document  or  paper  shall  be  deemed 
invalid  and  of  no  effect." 

The  omission  to  put  the  proper  stamp  upon  any  legal  docu- 
ment, should  perhaps  be  deemed  presumptive  evidence  of 
an  intent  to  evade  the  statute,  but  nothing  more.  The  paper 
is  not  void,  but  voidable  for  such  omission,  and  I  think  the 
party  who  has  omitted  to  put  the  proper  stamp  upon  the 
document,  may  and  must  have  an  opportunity  to  repel  such 
presumption  before  he  is  subject  to  the  penalty  of  the  act, 
and  before  the  instrument  or  document  shall  be  held  invalid. 

The  objection  to  the  summons  in  this  case,  if  valid,  should 
have  been  made  before  the  justice  on  the  return  day  of  the 
summons.  The  plaintiff  might  then  have  obviated  the 
objection  and  satisfied  the  justice  that  the  omission  to  put  a 
stamp  upon  the  summons  proceeded  from  mistake  or  igno- 
rance of  the  fact  that  one  was  required,  and  not  from  intent 
to  evade  the  statute.  Upon  such  proof  I  think  the  justice 
might  have  allowed  the  proper  stamp  to  be  then  affixed  to 
the  summons.  If  the  same  question  had  arisen  in  this  court, 
I  think  it  would  or  should  have  allowed  the  proper  stamp  to 
be  affixed  to  the  summons  in  such  case  nunc  pro  tunx:. 

By  omitting  to  make  this  objection  before  the  justice,  and 
before  judgment,  the  plaintiff  has  lost  the  opportunity  to 
rectify  the  mistake,  and  for  this  reason  I  think  the  defendant 
should  be  deemed  to  have  waived  the  objection. 

After  judgment  I  think  such  an  objection  to  the  summons 
should  not  be  listened  to  in  any  court. 

The  constitutionality  of  the  internal  revenue  act  it  seems 
to  me  is  too  clear  for  discussion.  The  power  of  congress  to 
impose  taxes  for  the  support  of  government  is  undoubted ; 
and  while  taxes  are  imposed  for  revenue  purposes  only,  the 
discretion  of  the  national  legislature  on  the  subject  of  tax- 
ation, cannot  be  reviewed  in  the  courts  of  justice. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 
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rhe  opinions  of  a  majority  of  the  court  In  this  oaee  are  published  anUt  p.  264. 
This  dissenting  t  pinion  of  Judge  Mason  was  not  received  in  time  for  publication 
irith  the  others 

Mason,  J.  dissenting :  The  plaintiff  in  this  case  recovered 
a  judgment  on  the  8th  of  February,  1865,  against  the  defend- 
ant, before  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Broome  county  for  $89 
damages  and  $3.88  costs. 

The  defendant  appealed  to  the  county  court  of  said  county, 
and  specified  in  his  notice  of  appeal  the  following  grounds 
of  eiTor  and  particulars  wherein  he  claimed  the  judgment 
should  have  been  more  favorable  to  him : 

First  That  the  justice  erred  in  refusing  to  nonsidt  the 
plaintiff  on  the  defendant's  motion. 

SecoTvd.  That  the  judgment  was  rendered  against  the  law 
of  the  case. 

Third.  That  the  judgment  was  rendered  against  the  evi- 
dence. 

Fourth,  That  the  judgment  should  have  been  for  the 
defendant  and  not  for  the  plaintiff. 

Fifth,  That  the  facts  proven  on  the  trial  are  not  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant. 

Sixth.  That  the  judgment  of  the  justice  should  have  been 
made  more  favorable  to  the  defendant  in  these  particulars, 
viz: 

1.  That  the  justice  allowed  the  plaintiff  for  103  days  for 
keeping  the  defendant's  horse,  at  $1  per  day,  and  deducting 
therefrom  14  days'  absence  of  horse,  making  the  sum  of  $89, 
when  in  truth  and  fact  he  should  have  allowed  the  plaintiff 
only  $75,  being  the  amount  claimed  in  the  complaint  for  keep- 
ing said  horse  for  15  weeks  at  $5  per  week,  making  a  differ- 
ence in  the  damages  of  $14 ;  which  sum  of  $14  this  defendant 
daims  should  be  deducted  from  the  amount  of  said  judg- 
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ment,  and  the  judgment  made  more  favorable  thereby  to  the 
defendant. 

2.  That  the  justice  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for 
$89,  when  in  truth  and  in  fact  he  should  have  allowed  only 
$78.70,  making  a  difference  of  $10.30 ;  which  sum  of  $10.30 
the  defendant  claims  should  be  deducted  from  said  judgment 
and  made  more  favorable  to  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  within  the  fifteen  days  allowed  by  section 
871  of  the  Code,  served  upon  the  defendant  and  the  justice 
an  offer  in  writing,  authorizing  the  judgment  to  be  reduced 
to  the  sum  of  $75.  This  offer  was  not  accepted  by  the 
defendant,  and  the  cause  proceeded  to  trial  in  the  county 
court,  and  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict  against  the 
defendant  for  $70  only  ;  and  the  plaintiff  procured  his  costs  to 
be  taxed,  and  entered  a  judgment  for  the  $70,  the  amount 
of  the  verdict  and  also  the  costs  of  the  suit ;  and  which,  on 
the  defendant's  motion,  was  set  aside  in  the  county  court ; 
that  court  holding  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  costs, 
but  that  the  defendant  was ;  and  he  ordered  that  the  defend- 
ant's costs  of  the  suit  be  set  off  against  the  plaintiff's  ver- 
dict, and  judgment  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  balance 
only,  and  from  this  order  the  plaintiff  has  appealed  to  this 
court. 

•  

The  case  of  JFynioop  agt.  Halbut  (43  Barb.  B,  266),  decided 
by  us,  holds  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  under  any  obligation 
in  this  case  to  make  an  offer  under  the  first  five  specifica- 
tions of  defendant's  notice  of  appeal  to  give  up  his  judgment 
entirely,  and  authorize  a  judgment  to  be  entered  for  the 
defendant,  when  the  trial  on  appeal  showed  that  he  was  at 
least  entitled  to  judgment  in  damages  against  the  defendant 
for  $70 ;  and  I  will  content  myself  by  referring  to  the  reasons 
assigned  in  that  case  as  controlling  this.  The  argument 
was  there  made  as  in  this  case,  that  the  appellant  obtained 
a  more  favorable  judgment,  and  therefore,  within  the  very 
letter  of  the  statute,  the  appellant  was  entitled  to  costs.  But 
we  held  that  the  true  rule  of  construction  required  us  to 
look  beyond  the  mere  letter  of  the  statute,  and  when  the 
intention  of  the  framecs  of  the  statute  should  be  ascertained, 
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it  most  be  followed,  although  such  construction  seemed  con- 
trary to  the  letter  of  the  statute,  upon  the  principle  that  "  a 
thing"  that  is  within  the  letter  of  a  statute  is  not  within  the 
statute  unless  it  be  also  within  the  intention  of  the  law 
makers,  (Wynioop  agt  Halbuf,  43  Barb.  R.  267,  268  ;  15  J. 
JS.  380 ;  Smith  on  Stoiute  Constructumy  820.) 

The  only  remaining  question  in  the  case  is  whether  the 
offer  of  the  plaintiff  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be  reduced' to 
$75,  saves  this  respondent  from  costs,  and  entitles  him  to  costs 
on  this  appeal.  The  371st  section  of  the  Code  declares  that 
in  the  notice  of  appeal  the  appellant  shall  state  in  what  par- 
ticulars he  claims  the  judgment  should  have  been  more 
favorable  to  him,  and  that  within  fifteen  days  after  service 
of  the  notice  of  appeal,  the  respondent  may  serve  upon  the 
appellant  and  justice  an  offer  in  writing  to  allow  the  judg- 
ment to  be  corrected  in.  any  of  the  particulars  mentioned  in 
the  notice  of  appeal ;  and  the  section  then  declares  that  the 
appellant  may  file  an  acceptance  of  this  offer  within  five 
days,  and  that  the  justice  shall  then  correct  the  judgment 
accordingly,  &c. 

The  statute  then  declares  that  if  such  offer  be  not  made 
and  the  judgment  in  the  county  court  be  made  more  favor- 
able to  the  appellant  than  the  judgment  in  the  court  below, 
or  if  such  offer  be  made  and  not  accepted,  and  the  judgment 
be  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than  the  offer  of  the 
respondent,  Uie  appellant  shall  recover  «^ost8.  The  statute 
further  declares  that  the  respondent  shall  be  entitled  to  costs 
where  the  appellant  is  not.  This  statute  requires  the  appel- 
lant to  state  in  his  notice  of  appeal  in  what  particulars  he 
claims  the  judgment  should  have  been  more  favorable  to 
him  ;  and  the  statute  expressly  restricts  the  right  of  the 
respondent  to  make  his  offer  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be 
corrected,  to  the  particulars  mentioned  in  the  notice  of 
appeal.  The  respondent  in  this  case  made  his  offer  to  reduce 
the  judgment  to  the  very  smallest  sum  claimed  in  the  notice 
of  appeal,  and  in  the  very  particulars  claimed  in  the  notice 
of  appeal.  He  has  made  the  offer  in  writing  to  allow  the 
judgment  to  be  corrected  in  the  very  particular  mentioned 
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ment,  and  the  judgmeat  made  more  /avoraUe  thereby  to  the 
defendant. 

2.  That  the  justice  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for 
$89,  when  in  truth  and  in  fact  he  should  have  allowed  only 
$78.70,  making  a  difference  of  $10.30 ;  which  sum  of  $10.30 
the  defendant  claims  should  be  deducted  from  said  judgment 
and  made  more  favorable  to  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  within  the  fifteen  days  allowed  by  section 

371  of  the  Code,  served  upon  the  defendant  and  the  justice 
an  offer  in  writing,  authorizing  the  judgment  to  be  reduced 
to  the  sum  of  $75.  This  offer  was  not  accepted  by  the 
defendant,  and  the  cause  proceeded  to  trial  in  the  county 
court,  and  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict  against  the 
defendant  for  $70  only ;  and  the  plaintiff  procured  his  costs  to 
be  taxed,  and  entered  a  judgment  for  the  $70,  the  amount 
of  the  verdict  and  also  the  costs  of  the  suit ;  and  which,  on 
the  defendant's  motion,  was  set  aside  in  the  county  court ; 
that  court  holding  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  costs, 
but  that  the  defendant  was ;  and  he  ordered  that  the  defend- 
ant's costs  of  the  suit  be  set  off  against  the  plaintiff's  ver- 
dict, and  judgment  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  balance 
only,  and  from  this  order  the  plaintiff  has  appealed  to  this 
court. 

The  case  of  TFynkoopAgk.  Ealhut  (43  Barb.  B.  266),  decided 
by  us,  holds  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  under  any  obligation 
in  this  case  to  make  an  offer  under  the  first  five  specifica- 
tions of  defendant's  notice  of  appeal  to  give  up  his  judgment 
entirely,  and  authorize  a  judgment  to  be  entered  for  the 
defendant,  when  the  trial  on  appeal  showed  that  he  was  at 
least  entitled  to  judgment  in  damages  against  the  defendant 
for  $70 ;  and  I  will  content  myself  by  referring  to  the  reasons  ■ 
assigned  in  that  case  as  controlling  this.     The  argument 
was  there  made  as  in  this  case,  that  the  appellant  obtained 
a  more  favorable  judgme: 
letter  of  the  statute,  the  a 
we  held  that  the  true  n 
look  beyond  the  mere  le 
intention  of  the  framecs  ol 
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lar  choses  in  action  from  a  brother  of  the  plaintiff  (J.  W. 
Butler),  which  he  lawfully  sold  and  accounted  to  him  for  the 
proceeds.  Such  affidavit  is  contradicted  by  the  affidavit  of 
such  brother  of  the  plaintiff,  who  states  that  the  defendant 
knew  the  stock  sold  by  him  belonged  to  such  plaintiffl 

The  receipt  and  sale  of  such  choses  in  action  by  the 
defendant  is  admitted,  the  only  controversy  is  as  to  whom 
they  belonged,  which  properly  will  come  in  question  on  the 
trial  Were  it  permissible  to  try  such  question  by  affidavit, 
the  testimony  of  the  disinterested  witness  for  the  plaintiff 
must  have  more  weight  than  that  of  the  defendant. 

The  motion  must  be  denied  with  ten  dollars  costs. 


•  ♦• 
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The  Wardens  and  Vestry  op  St.  James  Church  agt.  The 
Beotor,  Vestry  and  Wardens  of  the  Church  of  the 
Bedeemer* 

When  the  same  persons  act  in  a  double  capacity,  as  ogentB  or  truttees,  they  must 
see  to  it  that  their  transactions  are  fair  and  unexceptionable,  as  regards  the 
rights  of  either  of  the  parties  they  represent  If  any  motive  of  personal  con- 
yenience  or  interest  has  been  subserved,  it  will  constitute  a  badge  ol  fraud. 

Where  several  persons  acting  for  the  Church  of  the  Redeemer — ^the  defendants, 
as  trustees^  presented  an  application  to  themselves  as  trustees  of  the  Church  of  - 
St.  James — ^the  plaintifb,  for  pecuniary  aid ;  and  the  same  persons  acting  for 
the  plain tifEs,  granted  the  application,  and  caused  to  be  conveyed  to  the  defend- 
ants, real  estate,  producing  nearly  two-thirds  of  the  whole  income  of  the  plain- 
tiiEB,  vfUhout  the  payment  of  any  consideration^  but  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
affording  pecuniary  assistance  gratuitously— jBeld^  that  the  transaction  was 
destitute  cf  honesty. 

And  the  order  of  this  court  permitting  the  conveyance  constituted  no  estoppel  in 
ISavor  of  the  grantee,  who  had  parted  with  nothing  as  the  consideration  for  the 
deed.  The  order  was  not  an  adjudication  between  the  parties,  and  had  not  the 
effect  of  res  ad^udioata. 

New  York  Otnercd  Term  November^  1865. 

Before  Ingraham,  P.  c/.,  Leonard  avd  Barnard,  Justices.  , 

By  the  court,  Leonard,  J.    Certain  persons  in  Febmary, 
1853,  became  yestrymen  in  both  of  the  /shurch  corporations. 
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which  are  the  parties,  plaintiff  and  defendant  in  this  action. 
Without  any  consideration  paid  to  the  corporation  of  St. 
James,  the  majority  of  these  vestrymen  caused  and  procured 
certain  real  estate  which  belonged  to  that  church  to  be  con- 
veyed to  the  Church  of  the  Bedeemer.  The  simple  statement 
of  these  facts,  so  found  by  the  court,  without  the  support  of 
other  facts  also  found,  establishes  the  fraudulent  character 
of  the  conveyance. 

Stating  the  case  with  more  precision,  the  Church  of  St. 
James  had  two  wardens  and  seven  vestrymen ;  the  Church 
of  the  Bedeemer  had  two  wardens  and  eight  vestrymen^  Of 
these  one  pf  the  wardens  and  six  of  the  vestrymen  of  St. 
James  were  also  vestrymen  of  the  Church  of  the  Bedeemer ; 
and  onci  of  the  wardens  and  six  of  the  vestrymen  of  the 
Church  of  the  Bedeemer,  were  also  vestrymen  of  the  Church 
of  St.  James.  One  of  the  wardens  and  two  of  the  vestry- 
men of  St.  James  only  abstained  from  participating  in  the 
wrong.  These  church  officers  were  the  trustees  of  the  tem- 
poral affairs  of  the  respective  corporations.  It  is  a  well 
settled  principle  that  no  man  can  deal  with  himself  in  two 
capacities.  The  conveyance  to  the  Church  of  the  Bedeemer 
relieved  those  trustees  who  preferred  to  attend  that  church, 
from  some  part  of  the  expense  of  sustaining  it,  and  promoted 
the  temporal  welfare  of  the  church  which  they  found  it  most 
convenient  for  them  to  attend.  By  causing  tliis  conveyance 
to  be  made,  they  thereby,  to  some  extent  promoted  their  own 
personal  convenience  and  interest. 

When  the  same  person  acts  in  a  double  capacity  as  agent 
or  trustee,  he  must  see  to  it  that  the  transaction  is  fair  and 
imexceptionable,  as  regards  the  rights  of  either  of  the  par- 
ties which  he  so  represents.  If  any  motive  of  personal  con- 
venience or  interest  has  been  subserved  ,  it  will  constitute  a 
badge  of  fraud. 

Several  persons  acting  for  the  Church  of  the  Bedeemer  as 
trustees,  presented  an  appUcation  to  themselves  as  trustees 
of  the  Church  of  St.  James,  for  pecuniary  aid,  and  the  same 
persons  acting  for  the  last  named  church  granted  the  appli- 
cation, and  caused  to  be  conveyed  to  the  applicant  church 
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real  estate  producing  nearly  two-thirds  of  the  whole  income 
of  the  Church  of  St.  James,  without  the  payment  of  any 
price,  but  for  the  sole  purpose  of  affording  pecuniary  assist- 
ance  gratuitously. 

The  statement  proves  the  transaction  to  be  destitute  of 
honesty. 

The  order  of  this  court  permitting  the  conveyance,  consti- 
tutes no  estoppd  in  favor  of  a  grantee  who  has  parted  with 
nothing  as  the  consideration  for  the  deed.  Without  the 
authorization  of  the  court,  the  grant  of  the  real  estate  of  a 
religious  corporation  is  of  no  more  value  than  waste  paper, 
and  the  party  injured  would  require  no  proof  in  such  a  case 
to  estabUsh  its  invalidity. 

The*  order  of  the  court  gives  the  deed  merely  regularity- 
of  form,  and  renders  additional  proof  necessary  to  overthrow 
it,  as  in  other  cases  where  an  objection  is  raised  to  the 
validity  of  a  deed. 

The  order  is  not  an  adjudication  between  the  parties,  and 
has  not  the  effect  of  resjvdicaia. 

The  statute  of  limitations  was  referred  to  at  the  argument 
of  the  appeal  as  a  defense,  but  on  an  examination  of  the 
pleadings  it  appears  that  no  such  defense  has  been  set  up. 
The  statute  of  limitations  must  be  pleaded,  or  it  is  not  avail- 
able as  a  defense. 

I  see  nothing  to  warrant  the  court  in  holding  the  cause  of 
action  to  be  stale. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


•  »• 
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The  OMignee  of  a  lease  reserving  rent,  is  liable  for  rent  only  as  long  as  he  remains 
in  the  legal  relation  of  assignee ;  and  when  he  assigns  to  another,  and  the  latter 
accepts  the  assignment,  all  further  liability  on  the  part  of  the  former  is  at  an 
end. 
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The  consent  of  the  landlord  or  lessor,  that  the  lessee  may  assigD  the  lease  to 
another,  operates  as  a  discharge  ihereafier  of  the  covenant  that  the  loase  should 
not  be  assigned,  without  the  lessor's  consent. 

« 

General  Term  February ,  1866. 

B^ore  Dalt,  F.  J.,  Bbadt  and  Cabdozo,  Judges. 

By  the  court,  Daly,  F.  J.  This  action  was  brought  against 
the  defendant,  the  assignee  of  a  lease,  to  recover  for  rent 
which  had  accrued  after  he  had  ceased  to  be  assignee. 

The  defendant  was  liable  for  rent  only  as  long  as  he 
remained  in  the  legal  relation  of  assignee,  and  when  he 
assigned  to  Brantingham,  and  the  latter  went  into  possession 
under  the  assignment,  all  further  Uabilitj  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  was  at  an  end.  {Journecay  agt.  Bracldey,  1  HSU. 
452  ;  Lekeux  agt.  Noah,  2  Sir.  122.) 

The  consent  of  the  plaintiff  that  Krakenbuhl,  the  lessee, 
might  assign  to  the  defendant,  operated  as  a  discharge  theilre- 
after  of  the  covenant  that  the  lease  should  not  be  assigned 
without  the  plaintiff's  consent,  and  the  defendant  took  by 
the  assignment  the  remaining  interest  in  the  premises,  free 
from  the  restraint  of  that  condition.  {Durnfer^  caae^  4l  Coke^ 
119  ;  Dahin  agt.  WiRiams,  21  Wend.  457.) 

The  jury  were  told  that  this  was  the  law,  and  yet  in  direct 
contravention  of  the  judge's  charge,  there  being  no  conflict 
in  the  evidence,  they  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff!. 

The  judgment  should  be  set  aside. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

John  T.  Hoffman,  Major  of  the  City  of  New  York ;  John 
K.  Hackett,  Recorder  of  the  City  and  County  of  New 
York ;  Matthew  T.  Bbbnnan,  Comptroller  of  the  City  of 
New  York ;  Daniel  Devlin,  Chamberlain  and  Treasurer 
of  the  City  of  New  York ;  and  James  O'Brien,  Chairman 
of  the  Finance  Committee  of  the  Board  of  Aldermen; 
and  Geobge  D.  Eellogo,  Chairman  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee of  the  Board  of  Conncilmen  of  the  City  of  New 
York,  constituting  the  Commissioners  of  the  Sinking  Fund 

of  the  City  of  New  York 

agt. 

Jackson  S.  Sghultz,  Jajces  Cbane,  Willaed  Pabeeb,  John 
O.  Stone  and  John  Swinbubne,  Sanitary  Commissioners 
of  the  Metropolitan  Sanitary  District ;  Thomas  C.  Acton, 
Joseph  S.  Boswobth,  John  G.  Bebgen  and  Benjamin  F. 
Maniebbe,  Commissioners  of  the  Metropolitan  Police, 
constituting  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Health. 

Ihe  Oommistioners  qf  the  Sinking  Fund  of  the  city  of  New  fork,  have  a  suf&dent 
interest  in  and  to  the  revenues  from  the  pubtic  markets  in  the  dty,  to  warrant 
them  in  bringing  an  action  against  the  Board  qf  HeaUh,  of  said  city,  to  restrain 
them  from  interfering  with  said  markets. 

The  Board  of  HeaUk  have  no  power  to  remove,  tear  down,  or  in  any  way  to  inter- 
Sese  with  ilie  ttandx  or  gtaSs  aUached  to  a  public  market  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
on  the  gronnd  that  they  are  an  obstruction  upon  the  public  streety  or  a  nuisanoe. 

The  act  creating  the  Board  qf  BeaUh  is  to  be  construed  as  applicable  only  to  such 
obstructions  as  are  dangerous  to  life  or  heaUh,  and  if  not  of  that  character,  it 
does  not  apply. 

If  unlawful  obstructions  are  placed  or  erected  in  a  public  street,  they  become  a 
nuisanoe ;  and  when  this  is  the  case  it  does  not  need  the  power  ot  a  board  of 
health  to  remove  it  Any  citizen  has  a  right,  in  a  proper  manner,  to  abate  a 
nuisanoe ;  but  it  must  be  a  nuisanoe  which  the  law  declares  to  he  suchy  and  not 
one  merely  declared  so  by  any  board  or  individual.  It  may  well  be  doubted 
whether  the  legislature  can  delegate  to  any  body  of  men  the  power  to  declare 
what  is,  or  what  is  not  a  nuisance. 

It  is  not  by  any  means  certain  that  the  extension  of  a  public  market  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  over  the  sidewalk,  \b  such  an  obstruction  of  the  public  sti«et,  that 
may  on  aocount  of  its  illegality,  be  declared  a  pubUe  nuisance. 

The  role  tiiat  the  party  has  a  remedy  by  action  in  the  recovery  of  damages  against 
a  paity  for  exceeding  its  powers,  and  therefore  an  injunction  should  not  issue, 
may  be  proper  as  to  individualB,  but  is  not  applicable  where  both  parties  repre- 
sent the  public,  and  where  the  loss  must  fall  upon  the  public  whoever  succeeds. 
Voi.  XXXL  25 
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Ill-  mm,  — ^.^^^— ^-^^^» 

Neiv  York  Special  Term  July,  1866. 

This  was  a  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction  heretofore 
obtained  by  the  plaintiffs  under  the  following  circumstances  : 
The  plaintiff's  are  the  comniissioners  of  the  sinking  fond, 
empowered,  among  other  things,  to  receive  all  market  rents 
belonging  to  the  city ;  they  receive  considerable  simis  from 
the  stands  in]Washington  market,  and  from  the  stalls  upon  the 
sidewalks  and  portions  of  West,  Pulton  and  Vesey  streets, 
surrounding  it.  They  aDege  that  neither  said  market,  nor 
any  portion  of  it,  nor  of  the  stalls  aipund  it  are  a  nuisance 
or  detrimental  to  health ;  that  the  defendants  threatened  to 
tear  down  the  stalls  and  stands  upon  the  streets  and  side- 
walks, and  that  if  this  is  done  it  will  inflict  irreparable 
injury. 

The  defendants  alleged,  on  the  contrary,  that  said  stands 
and  stalls  on  the  sidewalks  and  streets  are  a  nuisance  and 
detrimental  to  health,  and  an  obstruction  upon  the  public 
streets  and  sidewalks,  which,  in  their  opinion,  are  liable  to 
lead  to  results  detrimental  to  the  public;  that  they  took  and 
filed  among  their  records  what  they  regarded  as  sufficient 
proof  to  authorize  their  declaration  that  the  same  were  such, 
and  entered  them  upon  their  records  aa  such,  and  made  an 
order  that  they  be  removed,  which  order  was  duly  served 
upon  aU  persons  interested,  and  that  no  party  had  applied 
for  a  hearing.  They  further  showed  that  the  stands  and 
stalls  were  in  fact  upon  the  public  street* 

Chart.es  Tracy  and 

George  Bliss,  Jr.,  for  the  d^endarUa. 

The  injunction  herein  must  be  dissolved  for  the  following 
reasons : 

I.  Because  an  injunction  will  not  lie  against  the  board  of 
health,  any  errors  it  may  commit  are  to  be  remedied  in  some 
other  manner.  (Hyatt  agt.  Bates,  35  Barb.  308,  .314,  317, 
318 ;  People  ex  rel.  Savage  agt.  Board  of  Health  33  Barb. 
344 ;  N.  Y.  Life  Ins.  Co.  agt.  SupervisorSy  4  Duer,  192. 199 ; 
Mayor  cf  Brooklyn  agt.  Mesercle,  26  Wend.  132 ;   Woodruff 
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agt.  FisUr,  17  Barh.  224,  234,  236 ;  People  agt.  Denehw,  Isi 
Caine's,  177, 180 ;  Van  Wormer  agt.  Mayor,  15  Wend.  262 ; 
HartweH  agt.  Armstrong,  19  BarK  166 ;  Wiggins  agt.  Mayor, 
9  Paige,  16  ;  ?FaZier  agt.  Devereux,  4  Patj/e  229 ;  ZcigrA  agt. 
WesterveU.  2  Z>M€r,  618,  620,  621 ;  PAtJtp?  agt.  Wiekham,  1 
Pai^e,  590 ;  Bleecker  agt.  Parrar,  8  AUen,  825,  327,  329 ; 
Heyivood  agt.  Buffalo,  14  jST".  F.  534,  539 ;  Chemical  Bank  agt. 
Mayor,  1  -4&&.  79 ;  Tftompson  agt.  Commissioners^  2  -4&ft.  250, 
261.) 

n.  Even  if  the  board  of  health  is  wrong  in  its  action,  it 
amounts  at  most  only  to  a  mere  trespass  or  tort,  against 
which  an  injunction  will  not  lie.  {Albany  and  North  B,  B* 
Co.  agt.  BonneU,  24  N.  Y.  345,  348 ;  Mayor  agt.  Cnnover,  6 
Abb.  171 ;  Benton  agt.  City,  15  Barb.  392 ;  Van  Bcnsselaer 
agt.  Oriswdd,  3  N.  T.  Leg.  Obs.  94 ;  Jerome  agt«  Boss,  7  JbAiw. 
CA.  331.) 

in.  Nor  assuming  that  the  board  of  health  is  wrong,  can 
the  injunction  be  sustained  on  any  other  ground,  such  as 
irreparable  injury,  or  the  like?  {Thomson  agt.  Matthews,  3 
Edw.  312 ;  Heyv)ood  agt.  Buffalo,  14  N.  Y.  534 ;  Gilbert  agt 
MicJde^  4  Sand.  Chan.  357 ;  Mutuci  Ben.  Life  Ins.  Co.  agt. 
Supervisors,  33  Barb.  822.) 

rV.  But  the  proceedings  of  the  board  of  health  were 
strictly  regular.  They  conformed  in  every  respect  to  the 
provisions  of  the  law  creating  them,  as  far  as  they  had  gone, 
and  certainly  cannot  be  enjoined  till  they  have  dosed  the 
case  before  them.  {Laivs  of  1866,  chap.  74,  §  14 ;  Affidavit 
<f  Jackson  S.  SchvUz ;  cases  under  first  point.) 

y .  The  act  establishing  IJie  board  and  the  amendatory  act 
are  constitutional.  ( Van  Wormer  agt,  Mayor,  15  Wend.  262 ; 
People  ex  rel.  Savage  agt.  Board  of  Health,  33  Barb.  344 ; 
Laws  of  1850,  chap.  324-,  2  B.  8.  5th  ed.  53 ;  Laws  of  1850, 
chap.  275  ;2B.  S.  5th  ed.  1  to  20.) 

Yl.  The  class  of  cases  to  which  flais  belongs,  is  not  one 
in  which  there  is  any  right  of  trial  by  jury.  {Authorities 
died  under  last  point ;  see  also  Laws  of  1823,  pp.  14,  79,  80, 
5  39;  Laws  of  1827, jp.  139,  §§  24  to  33  ;  Part  1,  R.  Stat 
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Chap,  14,  TUlea  1  arid  3 ;  Reviser' »  note  to  same  diaj^er,  "  Aere- 
Ufore  "  means  before  1846 ;  lAv.  agt.  Mayor,  8  JFerid.  85.) 

yn.  Ncn:  does  the  action  of  thB  board  affect  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff  in  any  manner  that  is  forbidden  by  the  con- 
stitution. {Wynehamer  agt  People,  3  Kern.  386,  398,  401, 
422,  435 ;  Mayor  agt.  Slack,  3  WJieder,  C.  C.  237 ;  Brick 
Church  agt.  Mayor,  5  Cow.  538  ;  Coa^5  agt.  Mayor,  7  Cow?. 
585 ;  State  jtgt.  Mayor,  3  i>Mer,  148  ;  FFe^^  Saving  Ins,  Co 
agt.  Ci^y  q/*  Philaddphia,  31  PeriTi.  175  ;  <?ra7i^  agt.  Courier, 
24  5ar6.  232 ;  May(yr  agt.  ^eco^id  Jv.  B.  B.  Co.  32  JV.  Yl 
261,  272 ;  5afer  agt.  Boston,  12  Ptci.  184 ;  BeecJier  agt. 
Farrar,  8  JZtoi,  325  ;  People  agt.  Mayor,  32  J5ar6.  112  ;  People 
agt.  Edym,  20  JSbt^;.  76.)  There  is  no  distinction.  If  the 
^ta]ls  are  taken  down  the  materials  remain. 

Vm.  There  is  no  force  in  any  of  the  constitutional  objec- 
tions raised  by  plaintifl^'  counseL 

1.  As  to  service  of  notice,  the  legislature  may  prescribe, 
and  in  this  case  there  is  full  proyision  for  personal  and  sub- 
stituted service.  {Matter  of  Empire  City  Bank,  18  N.  Y. 
200,  216 ;  PampMet  act, pp.  13  and  15.) 

2.  A3  to  form  of  notice,  law  says  (p.  13 ),  that  a  hearing 
shaQ  be  given  at  a  time  to  be  fixed  on  apj^cation.  This  is 
all  that  is  needed,  and  very  differe&t  &om  the  case  cited 
from  1  Oray. 

3.  As  to  presumption  that  acts  are  regular  {Hand  agt» 
Balhu,  12  N.  Y.  541). 

4.  There  is  no  greater  mingling  of  the  legislative,  judicial 
and  executive  power,  than  is  always  foimd  in  every  health 
law,  in  every  drainage  law,  highway  law,,  and  every  public 
improvement  act  {See  cases  cited  under  first  point). 

6.  It  is  constitutiona]  to  give  power  to  declare  a  thing  or 
a  business  a  nuisance  {People  agt.  Board  of  HeoUh,  33 
Barh.  344). 

6.  Making  first  order,  the  board  does  no  mc^re  than  make 
an  order  to  show  cause ;  prima  fade,  they  declare  his  busi- 
ness a  nuisance,  as  a  court  declares  a  temporary  injunction 
may  be  granted,  but  it  does  not  follow  that  the  court  has 
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prejudged  the    case.      In  each  instance,  if   there  is  no 
appearance,  a  final  order  will  be  made. 

7.  The  law  is  not  to  be  declared  nnconstitutional,  because 
it  is  assumed  a  party  will  have  no  right  to  examine  witnesses, 
or  to  cross-examine  opposing  witnesses,  or  that  evidence  will 
not  be  on  oath ;  on  the  contrary,  every  presumption  is  to  be 
made  in  favor  of  the  law. 

8.  It  was  quite  constitutional  for  the  legislature  to  confeir 
the  powers  on  the  board  of  health  which  it  has  conferred. 
(15  N.  T.  332  ;  15  N.  Y.  300.) 

IX,  Even  if  in  some  respects  the  law  should  be  held  to  be 
unconstitutional,  it  clearly  is  not  so  as  a  whole,  nor  in  it9 
application  as  developed  in  this  case. 

There  is  no  question  of  want  of  notice,  of  illegal  entry  and 
search,  of  destruction  of  property,  or  anything  of  the 
kind. 

The  plaintiffs  had  notice  by  what  was  in  substance  an  order 
to  show  cause ;  it  was  served  on  them  personally. 

Abbahah  E.  Lawbenge,  Jb.,  and 
William  F.  Aii^m,  for  plaintiffs. 

• 
I.  The  act  to  create  a  metropolitan  sanitary  district,  ^c, 
is  in  violation  of  the  constitution  of  the  state. 

1.  It  invades  and  breaks  up  the  local  divisions  of  the 
state,  as  recognized  by  the  constitution,  and  interferes  with 
the  arrangements  to  which  counties  and  cities  are  subser- 
vient or  instrumental,  and  in  which  their  agency  is  contem- 
plated. {Const,  art  1,  §  17;  art  10,.  ^c;  1  B.  8.  83,  per 
Denio,  J;  People  agt  Draper,  15  N,  Y,  R,  542.) 

2.  It  confers  upon  a  new  body,  unknown  to  the  constitu- 
tion, legislative  authority  over  a  part  of  the  state,  erecting 
that  part  into  a  separate  and  distinct  local  organization  for 
this  special  pxupose.  The  constitution  vests  the  legislative 
power  in  the  senate  and  assembly,  with  power  to  confer  such 
power  upon  the  board  of  supervisors  {Const  art.  3,  §§  1, 17.) 

The  board  act  in  a  legislative  capacity  in  most  of  the 
matters  over  which  they  assume  jurisdiction.    {People  agt 
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Board  of  Health  of  K  7.  33  Barh.  344 ;  BtJeer  agt.  City  cf 
Boston^  12  Pick.  184 ;  Coates  agt.  Mayor  of  N,  Y.  1  Cow. 
585.) 

They  are  not  confined  in  their  acts  to  administering  the 
laws  enacted  by  the  legislature,  or  executing  the  sanitary 
regulations  and  ordinances  of  the  state,  or  local  legislation, 
but  are  authorized  to,  and  do  in  fact,  make  and  prescribe 
the  laws  and  regulations  which  they  seek  to  enforce.  The 
legislatire  power  in  matters  affecting  the  city,  is  in  the  com- 
mon council  ( Vol.  Laws,  252,  256,  269.) 

3.  It  assumes  to  and  does  create  a  judicial  tribunal  not 
authorized  by  the  constitution,  and  the  judges  of  which  are 
not  elected  as  the  constitution  requires  in  all  cases  of  a  local 
judiciary.  Their  acts  are  declared  to  be  judicial,  and  they 
have  power  to  issue  criminal  process.  {Ad,  §  14,  8vb.  2 ; 
Cmst.  art.  6,  §§  14, 18 ;  15  N.  Y.  297.) 

n.  The  law  does  not,  neither  can  an  act  of  the  legislature, 
confer  upon  this  body,  or  any  body  of  men,  the  right  to 
destroy  the  property  of  individuals.  Nuisances  may  bo 
abated  by  the  destruction  of  property,  when  it  becomes 
necessary ;  and  the  necessity  must  exist  and  be  shown  in  jus- 
tification of  the  act  in  actions  brought.  The  power  and  the 
right  results  from  the  great  law  of  necessity,  and  cannot  be, 
and  is  not  conferred  upon  any  body  of  men.  It  is  a  power 
that  cannot,  in  the  nature  of  things,  exist  under  the  law,  and 
the  board  of  health  has  no  more  authority  and  discretion  in 
the  premises  than  a  private  citizen.  Property  does  not  lose 
its  character  as  property,  nor  the  owner  forfeit  his  right  in  it 
because  it  is  offensive  or  noxious,  or  an  obstruction  to  the 
free  use  and  enjoyment  of  a  street  or  common.  A  party 
cannot  be  deprived  of  his  property  except  by  due  process 
of  law.  {Const.  U.  8.  amendmeTds,  art.  5 ;  Const,  of  State  of 
New  York,  art.  1,  §  7 ;  People  agt.  Corp.  of  Albany,  11  Wend. 
B.  539 ;  Sogers  agt.  Barker,  31  Barh.  447.)'  "  Due  process 
of  law"  {Embury  agt.  Conner,  3  Comst.  511). 

It  means  a  trial  according  to  the  course  of  the  common 
law,  and  not  by  mere  legislation.  {Taylor  agt.  Porter,  4 
MUf  140 ;  WesterveU  agt.  Origg,  2  Kern.  212 ;  Wynehamer 
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agt  People,  3  Kern.  378, 393,  416,  445  ;  Burch  agt.  Newbury, 
6  Seld.  374,  397.) 

The  act  does  not  profess  to  give  the  board  of  health  the 
power  to  destroy  property.  A  remoral  of  the  stands  or 
stalls  is  necessarily  a  destruction  of  them  and  of  the  busi- 
ness of  the  occupant. 

m.  The  whole  power  of  the  board  of  health  is  restricted 
by  the  terms  of  the  act,  to  dealing  with  such  matters  as  affect 
the  health  of  the  community.  Their  powers  and  duties  are 
strictly  sanitary  in  their  character.  Nuisances  that  do  not 
affect  the  public  health,  are  without  their  jurisdiction. 

The  streets  of  the  city  may  be  obstructed  and  rendered 
impassable,  and  the  individual  members  of  the  board  of 
health  must  climb  over  or  get  around  the  obstructions  as 
best  they  may,  or  apply  to  the  proper  authorities  to  remove 
them,  or  exercise  the  right  of  removing  them  as  individuals, 
and  subject  to  the  same  accountability  as  other  individuals. 

The  amendments  to  section  12  of  the  original  act,  may 
have  been  intended  by  the  projector  of  them,  in  his  greed 
for  power,  to  displace  the  city  authorities  in  their  control 
over  the  streets,  but  that  could  not  have  been  the  intent  of 
the  legislature.  They  are  all  to  be  interpreted  with  respect 
to  the  general  purposes  of  the  act  and  the  general  powers 
conferred. 

The  maxim  "  noscUei*  a  sociis,^  will  control  the  interpreta- 
tion. {Coming  agt.  McCuUotigh,  1  Comst  47,  69 ;  St  John 
agt.  A.  M.  Mut  F.  N.  Ins.  Co.  1  Kern.  616,  529 ;  BmMet/ 
agt.  Buckley,  11  Barb.  43,  53  ;  EUicotviUe  and  P.  B.  Co.  agt. 
Buffalo,  (kc.  B.  B.  Co.  20  Barb.  644 ;  Broom's  Leg.  Max. 
294,  296.) 

IV.  The  stands  and  stalls  proposed  to  be  removed,  are 
only  a  nuisance  as  obstructions  to  the  public  streets,  if  they^ 
are  in  or  do  obstruct  the  streets,  which  is  not  admitted. 
The  proceedings  and  order,  with  some  slight  attempt  to  con- 
ceal the  truth  and  give  color  to  the  measure  as  a  sanitary 
measure,  are  upon  the  groimd  that  the  structures  obstruct 
the  free  use  of  the  street  by  the  public* 

y.  The  whole  subject  of  markets,  their  locations  and  gen- 


392  NEW  YORK  PRAOnOE  REPOBTB. 

Mayor,  &c.,  of  New  York  agt.  The  Board  of  Health. 

eral  regulations,  except  as  to  cleanliness,  which  may  be 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  board  of  health,  and  the  care 
of  the  streets,  is  committed  to  the  city  authorities,  who  alone 
have  the  power  to  act  in  the  premises.  {St.  John  agt.  Mayor, 
6  Duer,  316 ;  Matter  11th  Street,  1  Wend.  R.  262  ;  N.  T.  & 
N.  H.  R.  R.  Co.  agt.  Mayor,  1  HiR,  522 ;  Naylor  agt.  Glazier , 
5  Dtcer.  161 ;  Montgomery  charter ;  Valentine's  City  Latos,  p. 
228,  §17 ;  p.  248,  §  40  ;  Id.  p.  261,  §4  ;  Revised  Ordinances 
of  1867,  pp.  280,  284,  especiaUy  284,  §  23.) 

If  the  board  of  health  have  any  power  to  remove  obstruc- 
tions in  the  streets,  or  to  locate  or  remove  markets,  or  regu- 
late them,  except  as  to  cleanliness,  it  is  a  power  exclusive  and 
permanent,  and  the  city  autiiorities  are  (Jivested  of  those 
powers  vested  in  them  by  the  city  charter's  past  legislatures, 
and  the  necessities  of  the  case,  which  is  not  claimed,  exclu- 
sive power  is  vested  in  the  board  of  health  as  to  all  matters 
committed  to  their  charge  {act,  §  12). 

YI.  The  stands  and  stalls  in  question  were  built  by  direc- 
tion of  the  common  council  and  by  the  city  authorities,  and 
have  been  leased  and  rented  by  the  city  for  the  benefit  of 
the  sinking  fund,  and  cannot  be  removed  by  order  of  the 
board  of  health  {People  agt.  Corp.  of  Albany,  11  Wend.  R. 
539). 

yn.  Markets  for  the  sale  of  meats,  fish  and  vegetables, 
are  not  nuisances  per  se,  and  the  papers  all  show  that  these 
stands  are  not  nuisances  from  the  manner  in  which  they  are 
kept  and  occupied.  The  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint  are 
not  denied,  and  the  answering  affidavits  place  the  matters 
beyond  aU  controversy. 

VIII.  The  defendants  should  have  spread  upon  the  record 
that  which  they  regarded  as  proof,  the  facts,  or  the  evidence 
of  facts  upon  which  they  acted,  that  the  court  might  see 
that  the  board  had  at  least  colorable  ground  for  proceeding 
to  destroy  the  property.  Nothing  will  be  assumed  or  pre- 
sumed in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction,  or  in  support  of  acts  for 
the  destruction  of  private  property  without  compensation. 
The  defendants  are  bound  to  justify  their  order  and  proposed 
action,  with  the  same  evidence  that  they  would  be  called 
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upon  to  prodnce  if  the  threatened  acts  had  been  consom* 
matod,  and  they  were  sned  as  tresspassers. 

IK.  The  parties  proceeded  against  are  not  confined  to  the 
hearing  (according  to  the  rules  or  directions  of  said  board), 
prescribed  by  the  14th  section ;  an  omission  to  apply  for  a 
hearing  before  a  tribunal,  that  has  akeady  prejudged  the 
case,  and  composed  of  gentlemen  who  are  judges,  prosecu- 
tors and  witnesses,  does  not  confer  jurisdiction  or  make  that 
legal,  which  but  for  that  omission  would  have  been  illegal. 
Before  we  can  be  deprived  of  our  property,  we  are  entitled 
to  a  full  and  fair  hearing  under  the  constitution,  according 
to  the  course  of  the  common  law,  and  before  a  judicial  body. 

X.  The  commissioners  of  the  sinking  fund,  as  trustees, 
have  a  right  to  protect  the  fund  committed  to  their  charge  ; 
and  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  creditors  of  the  city  will 
be  paid,  notwithstanding  the  particular  fund  may  be  spoiled 
and  robbed.  Neither  is  it  for  the  wrong  doer  to  say  that  the 
fund  is  the  fruit  of  a  wrong  against  the  pubUo  committed 
years  gone  by. 

Ingbaham,  J.  An  injunction  was  granted  in  this  case 
restraining  the  defendants  from  removing,  tearing  down,  or 
in  any  way  interfering  with  the  stands  or  stalls  attached  to 
and  forming  a  part  of  Washington  market.  The  defendants 
move  to  dissolve  the  injunction.  Several  questions  were 
discussed  before  me  on  the  argument,  which  I  propose  to 
notice  so  far  as  I  consider  them  appUcable  to  the  decision 
of  the  motion. 

As  to  the  rights  of  the  plaintiffs  to  maintain  this  action, 
although  it  would,  perhaps,  have  been  better  if  the  corporate 
authorities  who  own  the  fee  of  the  market,  and  who,  bylaw, 
were  authorized  to  establish  it,  had  been  joined  with  the 
plaintiffs,  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  have  a  sufficient  interest, 
as  commissioners  of  the  sinking  fond,  to  maintain  this  action. 
They  are,  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  authorized  to  collect  and 
apply  to  the  payment  of  the  city  debt  the  proceeds  of  rents, 
&c.,  from  the  public  markets,  and,  as  such  trustees,  they 
have  a  right,  and  it  is  their  duty,  to  protect  the  property 
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from  destmction  from  wUch  such  rents  accrue,  and  to  see 
that  they  are  properly  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  public 
debt. 

The  ordinance  of  the  common  council  places  all  the  reve- 
nues from  the  public  markets  in  their  charge,  and  by  a  sub- 
sequent statute  that  ordinance  was  recognized  and  no  alter- 
ation therein  could  be  made  without  the  assent  of  the 
legislature. 

For  these  reasons,  I  think  the  plaintijQTs  have  a  sufficient 
interest  in  and  title  to  the  revenues  from  this  market,  to  war- 
rant them  in  bringing  this  action. 

The  question  then  arises,  whether  the  defendants  under  the 
statutes  giving  them  existence  as  the  board  of  health,  and 
the  amendatory  act,  have  any  authority  to  order  the  market 
or  any  part  of  it  to  be  removed? 

The  statute  under  which  this  board  was  organized,  was 
evidently  intended  solely  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  and 
promoting  the  public  health — ^such  is  plainly  shown  by  its 
title,  and  such  are  all  the  provisions  contained  in  the  act 
{Chapter  74  of  1866).  The  12th  section  expressly  declares 
their  powers  to  be  for  the  greater  protection  and  security  of 
health  and  life  in  the  metropolitan  district,  and  the  powers 
taken  from  the  corporate  body  and  conferred  upon  this 
board,  are  tiiose  which  relate  to  the  preservation  and  protec- 
tion of  life  or  health.  In  the  amendatory  act  {chapter  686), 
there  is  nothing  showing  any  intent  to  depart  from  the  great 
object  which  led  to  the  formation  of  the  board  of  health, 
unless  something  can  be  foimd  in  the  third  section  of  the 
amended  act  to  which  I  will  refer  hereafter.  I  will  here  add, 
however,  that  the  wording  of  that  section,  which  is  intended 
as  amending  the  12th  section  of  the  original  act,  also  con- 
tinues the  limitation  "  to  be  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  or 
protecting  life  and  health  or  preventing  disease ;"  and  the 
powers  conferred  are  to  be  exercised  for  the  greater  protec- 
tion and  security  of  health  and  life  in  said  district,  &c.;  and 
by  that  section  the  powers  so  conferred  were  to  be  construed 
to  include  the  removal  of  any  obstruction,  matter  or  thing 
in  the  public  streets,  sidewalks  or  places  which  should  be  in 
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their  opinion  liable  to  lead  to  results  detrimental  to  the  pub- 
lic, or  dangerous  to  life  or  health,  the  prevention  of  acci- 
dents by  which  life  or  health  may  be  endangered,  and  gener- 
ally the  abating  of  all  nuisances.    There  can  be  no  doubt  in 
adopting  the  principle,  that  the  powers  conferred  by  these 
acts  were  all  intended  as  powers  necessary  to  the  preserva- 
tion of  the  public  health  and  of  life ;  and  that  this  was  the 
object  for  which  the  statutes  were  passed.    If  so,  then  in 
ascertaining  what  powers  were  conferred,  we  must  be  gov- 
erned solely  by  the  inquiry,  whether  they  relate  to  the  object 
which  the  legislature  had  in  view  in  passing  the  laws,  and  if 
so,  the  authority  to  remove  obstructions'or  other  matters  in 
the  public  streets,  sidewalks  or  other  public  places,  is  only 
to  be  considered  bs  granted  ^th  a  view  to  cany  into  effect 
the  general  purposes  of  the  acts  under  consideration.    It 
was  not  pretended  on  the  argument  that  this  action  of  the 
board  of  health,  in  removing  any  portion  of  the  market  was 
necessary  to  the  preservation  of  the  pulic  health  or  the  pro- 
tection of  life ;  but,  as  I  understood  the  counsel,  the  objec- 
tion to  the  stalls  sought  to  be  removed,  was  upon  the  sugges- 
tion that  such  stalls  were  an  obstruction  upon  a  public 
street,  and  a  nxdsance  in  the  opinion  of  the  board  of  health 
detrimental  to  life.    Such ,  too,  is  the  allegation  in  the  answer 
in  setting  out  the  entry  in  its  records  on  this  subject ;  but 
what  that  entry  was,  is  not  particularly  stated  in  the  answer, 
except  as  the  general  conclusion.    If  it  was  intended  to  rely 
on  the  fact  of  the  stalls  being  injurious  or  dangerous  to  life 
or  health,  the  records  for  such  a  conclusion  should  be  stated, 
80  that  it  might  appear  that  the  board  had  before  them  evi- 
dence upon  which  such  a  decision  could  be  formed.    There 
is  a  report  from  the  officers  of  the  board  stating  that  in  their 
opinion  the  stalls  impeded  ventilation. 

I  shall,  however,  consider  the  powers  of  the  board  as 
exercised  in  this  matter  upon  the  ground  stated,  that  the 
stalls  were  either  an  obstruction  upon  the  public  street  or  a 
nuisance. 

I  have  already  stated  that  in  my  judgment  the  act  is  to  be 
construed  as  applicable  only  to  such  obstructions  as  were 
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dangerous  to  life  or  health,  and,  if  not  of  that  ohachacter, 
that  it  did  not  apply. 

That  it  would  be  a  nuisance,  if  it  was  an  unlawful  obstmo- 
tion  of  a  public  street,  must  be  conceded,  and  when  that  is 
the  case,  it  does  not  need  the  power  of  a  board  of  health  to 
remoye  it.  Any  citizen  has  a  right  to  abate  a  public  nui- 
sance in  a  street,  if  he  does  it  in  a  proper  manner,  but  it 
must  be  a  nuisance  which  the  law  holds  to  be  such,  and  not 
one  merely  declared  so  by  any  boaid  or  individual.  It  mart 
be  a  nuisance  as  adjudged  to  be  such  by  law.  It  may  well 
be  doubted  whether  the  legislature  can  delegate  to  any  body 
of  men  the  power  to  declare  what  is  or  what  is  not  a  nui- 
sance. Such  power  would  be  equal  to  a  power  to  declaim 
what  should  be  a  criminal  act ;  because  it  is  a  crime  to  main- 
tain a  public  nuisance,  and  if  the  legislature  can  delegate  to 
individuals  the  power  to  define  a  nuisance,  they  can  delegate 
to  them  the  power  to  make  acts  criminal  which  are  not  so 
by  law.  Such  a  power  cannot  be  delegated  to  oth^»  by  the 
legislature.  They  may  authorize  boards  of  health  to  pass 
ordinances  necessary  forthe  objects  of  their  creation,  but 
they  cannot  delegate  to  them  the  power  to  d^ne  what  shall 
be  a  nuiscmce,  or  make  acts  criminal,  which  the  law  holds  to 
be  innocent. 

The  ground  which  was  declared  for  holding  these  stalls  to 
be  a  nuisance,  was  that  they  were  obstructions  in  the  public 
streets.  Whether  they  are  unlawful  obstructions  is  not  by 
any  means  free  from  doubt.  The  power  to  keep  markets  in 
the  city  was  given  by  the  Dongan  charter,  and  afterwards  in 
the  charter  of  1730,  the  power  to  the  common  council  to 
establish  markets  was  more  fully  granted,  so  as  to  authorize 
markets  to  be  held  in  the  public  streets,  which  were  named 
as  they  then  existed,  and  with  authority  to  have,  hold  and 
keep  such  and  so  many  other  markets  at  such  places  in  the 
city,  as  shall  from  time  to  time  be  ordered,  established, 
erected  and  appointed  by  the  conmion  council. 

Under  this  authority  the  corporation  frequently  erected 
markets  in  the  public  streets.  It  is  not  beyond  the  menoLory 
of  many  of  the  inhabitants,  to  call  to  mind  the  markets  in 
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Maiden  Lane,  near  Broadway,  and  from  Water  to  South 
streets,  in  Old-slip,  in  Wall  street,  and  in  the  street  near 
where  the  present  Washington  niarket  is  erected. 

These  markets  were  not,  as  far  as  I  can  ascertain,  erected 
under  any  other  authority  than  that  contained  in  the  charter 
of  the  city.  I  am  not  prepared,  therefore,  to  say  that  an 
extension  of  one  of  these  markets  oyer  the  sidewalk,  is  such 
an  obstruction  of  the  pubUc  street  that  may,  on  account  of 
its  illegality,  be  declared  a  public  nuisance.  On  the  con- 
traiy,  xmm  otherwise  judiciafly  detennined.  I  should  be 
inclined  to  hold  such  extension  of  the  market  to  be  within 
the  chartered  powers  of  the  corporation,  or,  at  least,  that 
before  the  board  of  health  could  declare  it  to  be  a  nuisance 
for  that  cause,  they  should  obtain  a  judicial  determination 
that  the  facts  exist  which  make  it  such  a  nuisanc.  The 
power  is  given  by  the  legislature  to  regulate  and  control  the 
public  markets,  but  that  power  is  limited,  viz  :  "So  far  as 
relates  to  the  cleanliness,  ventilation  aud  drainage  thereof, 
and  to  the  prevention  of,  the  sale,  or  offering  for  sale,  of 
improper  articles  therein."  This  limitation  of  their  power 
over  the  markets  excludes  all  other  right  to  interfere  with 
them,  unless  some  other  authority  can  be  found  for  it.  I  do 
not  consider  it  to  be  either  an  unlawful  obstruction  upon  the 
street  or  a  nuisance  as  such  is  defined  to  be  by  law,  and  I 
can  see  no  authority  by  which  the  defendants,  under  the 
powers  vested  in  them,  can  order  them  to  be  removed  for 
these  causes.  I  consider  the  powers  of  a  board  of  health 
to  be  very  extensive,  and  in  some  respects  without  control, 
but  these  powers  are  only  in  connection  with  the  subject 
matter  for  which  such  board  is  called  into  existence ;  but 
when  they  go  beyond  such  authority  and  attempt  to  control 
and  regulate  the  public  affairs,  irrespective  of  the  preserva- 
tion of  the  public  health,  they  attempt  the  exercise  of  pow- 
ers not  vested  in  tiiem,  and  do  acts  which  the  courts  shoidd 
restrain. 

It  was  urged  before  me,  that  even  if  the  board  of  health 
were  in  error,  and  should  do  an  injury  to  the  city  property 
in  which  they  exceeded  their  powers,  that  there,  was  a  remedy 
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by  aotion  in  the  recovery  of  damages,  and  therefore  an 
injunction  was  not  a  proper  remedy.  Such  a  rule  may  be 
proper  as  to  individuals,  but  is  not,  I  think,  applicable  to  a 
case  where  the  parties  both  represent  the  public,  and  where 
the  loss  must  fall  upon  the  public,  whoever  succeeds. 

It  is  not  well  to  apply  such  a  rule  to  a  case  where  the  loss 
in  any  event  must  be  paid  out  of  the  treasury,  for  the  pur- 
pope  of  allowing  different  public  bodies,  invested  with  powers 
for  the  government  of  the  city,  to  engage  in  a  contest  between 
themselves,  and  to  exert  their  powers  against  each  other. 

Instead  of  such  a  course,  it  would  be  much  more  to  the 
interest  of  the  public  treasury,  and  far  more  consistent  with 
a  proper  discharge  of  public  duties,  if  these  different  bodies 
should  harmoniously  endeavor  to  promote  the  public  welfare 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  law,  rather  than  to 
waste  the  public  property  by  its  unnecessary  destruction  or 
by  costly  Utigation. 

The  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  is  denied. 


•  ♦  > 
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and  others. 

By  fhe  staiato  establishing  and  regulating  qu/jraniine  at  the  lower  bay  of  New 
York,  the  legislature  neyer  intended  that  SUilen  Ifland  shonldbe  a  place  where 
any  operation  of  quarantine,  except  to  bury  the  dead,  should  be  carried  on. 

^Hierefore,  the  oommistioner^  qf  quaroaniiney  or  the  rihetropfAiJUin  hoard  <]fheaiUh^ 
or  both  jointly,  will  be  restrained  by  ii^nnction  from  removing  item  the  quar- 
antine vessels  any  persons  who  are  the  subjects  of  quarantine  treatment^  to 
Seqnine's  Point  on  Staten  Island. 

Brooklyn  Special  Term  Juh/y  1866. 

Tms  was  a  motion  for  an  injunction.  The  plaintiffs  are 
land  owners  and  residents  in  the  viciniiy  of  Seguine's  Point, 
Staten  Island.  The  defendants  are  the  metropolitan  board 
of  health,  the  commissioners  of  quarantine  and  the  commis- 
sioners of  emigration.    The  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  defend- 
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ants  are  about  to  erect  hospitals  near  Segoine's  Point,  upon 
land  which  thej  have  obtained ;  that  such  hospitals  are  to 
be  used  for  keeping  persons  sick  with  cholera  and  other  dis- 
eases, or  who  have  been  exposed  to  it  and  brought  from 
ships  at  quarantine.  The  further  allegations  of  the  plain- 
tiffs sufficiently  appear  in  the  quotations  contained  in  the 
points  for  the  board  of  health,  which  also  show  in  part  the 
nature  of  their  affidavits  in  reply.  The  latter  were  very 
numerous,  many  of  them  being  from  physicians,  to  show  that 
the  proposed  use  of  the  ground  would  not  be  dangerous  to 
the  neighbors,  but  as  the  case  was  decided  upon  a  question 
of  statute  law,  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  refer  further 
to  their  contents. 

Tompkins  Westebvblt  and 
James  T.  BradYj/ot  jJmntiffs. 

I.  The  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  make  out  a 
proper  case  for  the  injunction  prayed  for. 

1.  They  show  the  acts  sought  to  be  enjoined  would  greatly 
injure  and  depreciate  the  plaintiff  property.  The  affidavits' 
show  that  the  real  estate  of  plaintiffs,  situate  in  the  imme- 
diate vicinity  of  the  premises  on  which  the  acts  sought  to 
be  restrained  are  proposed  to  be  done  by  the  defendants,  is 
in  value  about  $160,000,  to  wit : 

Seguine $80,000 

Latourette 40,000 

Androuette 18,000 

Wood 15,000 

Johnson 7,000 

This  fact  appears  in  the  affidavits  of  these  parties,  and  is 
corroborated  by  the  short  affidavits  of  several  others,  who 
state  they  know  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  longer  affidavits, 
and  that  the  same  are  true. 

These  affidavits  all  show  that  the  proposed  action  of  the 
defendants  will  injure  and  depreciate  the  value  of  plaintiffs 
premises  at  least  one-third,  or  over  $50,000,  and  a  similar 
depreciation  would  of  course  result  in  the  value  of  all  the 
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neighboring  property,  damaging  it  to  the  extent  of  many  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  dollars. 

One  of  the  plaintiffs,  Latourette,  swears  to  an  instance 
ahready  occurred,  where  a  sale  of  part  of  his  premises  for 
$500  an  acre,  agreed  upon  before  the  defendants'  intentions 
were  known,  has  been  frustrated,  and  the  purchasers  refuse 
to  take  the  property  even  at  $400  an  acre — a  reduction  of 
20  per  cent.  This  depreciation  was  caused  by  the  mere  pub- 
lication of  the  defendants  intention.  What  would  it  be 
when  that  intention  had  ripened  into  action  ? 

2.  The  affidavits  show  danger  to  life  and  health.  The 
dense  population  of  the  neighborhood,  one  thousand  people 
within  a  mile  of  the  proposed  quarantine,  eleven  railroad 
trains  passing  daily  within  a  short  distance,  the  prevalent 
wind  directly  from  the  proposed  quarantine  to  the  most 
densely  peopled  part  of  the  neighborhood. 

The  plaintiffs  own  residences  are  in  the  immediate  vicinity, 
some  of  them  within  a  few  hundred  yards. 

Three  physicians  of  standing  and  experience,  resident  in 
the  neighborhood,  and  familiar  with  the  population  and 
locality,  testify  that  the  proposed  location  of  a  quarantine 
by  the  defendants  would  be  very  dangerous. 

3.  The  danger  and  exposure  is  of  course  an  element  also 
in  the  depreciation  of  the  value  of  property. 

4.  The  affidavits  also  show  that  the  proposed  acts  of 
defendants  would  interfere  with  the  lawful  exercise,  by  plain- 
tiffs and  others,  of  their  lawful  business  in  the  catching  and 
caring  for  oysters,  of  which  they  have  great  numbers  planted 
in  neighboring  waters. 

II.  The  damage  and  danger  to  the  plaintiffs  and  others 
proved  by  the  affidavits,  as  aforesaid,  is  sufficient  ground  for 
the  injunction,  unless  there  is  superior  right  in  the  defend- 
ants to  use  the  premises  which  they  occupy  for  the  purpose 
complained  of.    No  such  right  exists. 

1.  Quarantine  and  quarantine  operations  are  creatures  of 
positive  law.  Such  establishments  and  operations  cannot 
lawfully  exist,  be  maintained  or  carried  on  anywhere,  except 
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by  virtue  of  the  enabling  or  sustaining  force  of  some  posi- 
tive  enactment  permitting  or  establishing  them. 

There  is  no  sach  statutory  provision  or  permission  for  the 
carrying  on  of  any  quarantine  operations  at  the  place  whore 
such  operations  are  now  sought  to  be  enjoined-  The  loca- 
tion of  all  quarantine  operations  for  the  present  and  for  the 
future  is  fixed  by  the  acts.  (Chap,  358  ^  Session  Laws  of 
1863,  arvi  chap.  751  of  Laws  of  1866 ;  see  Laws  of  1863,  ch. 
358,  §  2,  p.  573 ;  §  3,  i?  573 ;  §§  6, 7, 8,  p.  674 ;  Laws  of  1866, 
6h.  751,  §  2.) 

So  far  from  permitting  quarantine  operations  at  the  place 
where  they  are  now  sought  to  be  enjoined,  they  are  expressly 
forbidden  at  that  place  or  any  other  on  Staten  Island,  and 
are  located  at  present  afloat  at  least  two  milep  from  Staten 
Island,  and  for  the  future  and  permanently,  on  the  west  bank 
shoal  at  least  1^  miles  from  Staten  Island. 

Moreover,  the  act  of  1863  orders  the  immediate  sale  of 
these  very  premises,  and  thus  in  the  strongest  manner  con- 
tradicts any  intention  of  the  legislature  to  have  any  quaran- 
tine or  quarantine  establishment  erected  there  {Laws  of 
1866,  ch.  358,  §  42,  pp.  584,  585). 

On  general  principles  on  the  facts  made  on  the  moving  affi- 
davits, the  injunction  should  be  maintained  against  the 
defendants.  (^8^  the  principles  laid  dovm  and  cases  cited  in 
Phoenix  agt.  Chmmissioners  of  Emigraiion,  1  Abb.  Pr.  466 ; 
same  case  on  appeal,  12  How.  Pr.  R.  1 ;  Brown  agt.  The 
Mayor,  dec,  3  Barb.  254.) 

in.  The  plaintiffs  are  properly  united  in  this  action.  (See 
Peck  agt.  Elder,  3  Sarvd.  S.  C.  B.  126 ;  Brady  agt.  Weeks,  3 
Barb.  157  ;  Brcvm  agt.  Mayor,  Id.  254.) 

IV.  The  metropolitan  board  of  health  cannot,  on  the  pre- 
mises in  question,  or  elsewhere,  claim  or  exercise  the  right 
of  receiving  or  detaJning  persons  or  property,  the  subject  of 
quarantine.  Quarantine  operations  are  by  the  statute  above 
referred  to,  to  be  conducted  and  controlled  solely  by  the 
commissioners  of  quarantine,  and  by  the  statute  creating  the 
board  of  health.    Such  jurisdiction  is  expressly  reserved  by 

Var-  yy  XT.  26 
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the  health  o£Gicer  and  quarantine  commissioneiB  {LaioBcf 
1866,  ch.  74,  §  15.) 

y.  The  reception  and  detention  of  persons  arriying  from 
sea  on  infected  vessels,  and  who  have  been  exposed  to 
quarantinable  disease,  and  are  detained  by  reason  of  such 
exposure  and  the  consequent  danger  of  the  development  in 
them  of  quarantmable  disease,  is  a«  much  a  part  of  qaarantine 
and  qaarantine  operations,  as  the  care  or  treatment  of  per- 
sons actually  sick  with  such  disease,  and  is  equally  to  be 
confined  within  the  locaUty  which  the  quarantine  laws  pre- 
scribe  for  the  carrying  on  of  qnarantine  operations,  to  ^t : 
"  ai  least  two  miles/rom  the  shore  of  Staten  Idand.'* 

YI.  If  it  be  claimed  that  the  passengers  from  infected 
vessels  are  to  be  discharged  from  quarantine  jurisdiction, 
and  on  being  landed  on  Staten  Island,  within  the  metropoli- 
tan poUce  district,  come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  board 
of  health,  and  may  be  disposed  of  by  them  where  they  see 
fit,  under  the  plenary  powers  conferred  upon  them  by  tiie 
act  creating  them,  we  say  that  such  a  claim  is  a  mere  evasion 
of  the  quarantine  law,  and  cannot  be  sustained.  It  would 
be  merely  an  attempt  to  transfer  quarantine  jurisdiction, 
which  {see  supra,  point  IV)  the  law  says  shall  not  be  trans- 
ferred. 

The  powers  granted  to  the  board  of  health  are  to  be  exer- 
cised in  case  of  epidemic  disease  arising  and  existitig  vnthin  the 
metropolitan  police  district,  and  are  not  intended  to  cover,  and 
do  not  cover  or  affect  persons  arriving  from  sea,  who  are 
solely  subject  to  quarantine  jurisdiction. 

Geobge  Bliss,  Jr.,  and 

Chakles  Tracy, /or  Board  <f  Health. 

The  officers  ajid  boards  that  are  concerned  in  protecting 
the  state  from  the  introduction  of  disease  by  means  of  ves- 
sels and  persons  arriving  at  New  York,  are : 

1.  The  health  officer  of  the  port,  whose  duty  it  is  to  visit 
every  vessel  arriving,  to  send  the  sick  (if  any)  to  the  floating 
hospital,  or  other  place  provided  in  accordance  with  law,  and 
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to  take  general  charge  of  all  vessels  arriving  mtii  disease  on 
board.  (Laws  of  1863,  chap.  368 ;  1865,  chap.  618 ;  1866^ 
chap.        .) 

2.  The  quarantine  commissioners,  who  are  a  board  of 
appeal  from  the  health  officer,  and  who  are  also  required  by 
law  to  perform  certain  duties  in  procuring  proper  buildings, 
&c  (Id). 

3.  The  commissioners  of  emigration,  who,  have  certain 
duties  in  connection  with  all  persons  who  are  not  <dtizenS| 
whether  sick  or  welL 

4  The  metropolitan  board  of  hesilth,  whose  duty  it  is  to 
provide  for  the  protection  of  the  health  of  the  inhabitants 
of  the  metropolitan  police  district,  comprising  ih.e  counties 
of  New  York,  Kings,  Bichmond,  Westchester,  and  part  <rf 
Queen& 

The  last  named  board  derives  its  powers  from  chapters  74 
and  686  of  the  laws  of  1866,  and  at  the  present  time  especi- 
allj,  also  &om  the  proclamations  issued  under  section  16  of 
chapter  74,  copies  of  which  are  annexed  to  the  affidavit  of 
defendant  Schultz. 

Acting  under  the  powers  conferred  upon  them,  the  board 
of  'health  has  hired  certain  property  known  as  the  candle 
factory,  at  or  near  Seguine's  Point,  and  has  occupied  certain 
other  property  adjoing,  belonging  to  the  state.  In  both 
cases  they  occupy  these  by  permission  and  with  the  approval 
of  the  owners,  and  they  had  before  this  action  was  com* 
menced  incurred  considerable  expenses  and  many  liabilities 
They  are  acting  with  the  approval,  and  so  far  as  necessaxy 
in  ccHicert  with  the  other  boards. 

An  injunction  is  brought  against  them  to  forbid  them  from 
using  what  is  for  the  purposed  of  this  action  their  own* 

It  is  alleged  they  intend  so  to  use  it,  that  it  will  be  a  nui- 
sance to  the  people  of  the  vicinity,  and  incidentally  of  Bich-^ 
mond  county  generally ;  and  this  nuisance  is  described  in 
the  complaint  and  affidavits  (folio  11)  as  consisting  in  the 
px>posed  occupation  of  the  premises  "  for  the  reception  and 
care  of  patients,  persons,  clothing  and  baggage,"  from  ves- 
sels under  quarantine  infected  with  cholera  and  other  quar*- 
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antmable  diseases,  and  from  the  floating  hospital  ships,"  and 
(folio  12)  that  it  is  intended  to  "  establish  and  maintain  hos- 
pitals and  other  buildings,  and  the  appurtenances  thereto, 
for  quarantine  purposes,  and  estabUsh  and  maintain  a  quar- 
antme  establishment  on  the  premises." 

This  proposed  use,  it  is  alleged  (foUo  13),  is  ^'  whoUy  unjus- 
tifiable and  unlawful,  and  contrary  to  law.  It  will,  it  ia 
averred,  be  ruinous  to  the  property  and  pecuniary  interests  " 
of  the  plaintiffs  and  others  situated  like  them,  will  greatly 
depreciate  their  property  and  "  greatly  endanger  (folio  15) 
the  liyes  and  health  "  of  a  large  population,  and  '^  would  be 
like  to  introduce  and  to  cause  the  introduction  of  pestilence, 
and  contagious  and  infectious  disease  among  said  popula* 
tion  and  among  the  plaintiffs  and  their  families." 

The  injunction  asked  is,  to  forbid  the  bringing  to  the  pre- 
mises of  any  persons,  baggage,  clothing  or  other  material 
matter  or  thing,  the  subject  of  quarantine,  brought  or  landed 
from  on  board  of  any  floating  hospital  *  *  *  or  any 
Tessel  *  *  *  under  quarantine,"  or  "  any  person,  mat- 
ter or  thing  infected  with  any  infectious  or  contagious  dis- 
ease, the  subject  of  quarantine,"  or  from  using  the  premises 
"  as  a  hospital  or  hospitals,  or  building  or  buildings  for  quar- 
antine purposes,  or  for  the  reception,  care  or  treatment  of 
sick  persons  or  other  persons  from  the  floating  hospitals  or 
vessels  quarantined,  or  "  who  may  have  been  exposed  to  any 
such  infectious  or  contagious  disease."  An  injunction  is 
also  asked  against  maintaining  any  quarantine  establish- 
ment or  buildings,  or  operations. 

The  affidavits  submitted  in  reply,  show  that  the  plaintifib 
have  erected  a  fabric  from  their  brains  which  has  no  founda- 
tion save  in  their  fears.  All  that  is  proposed  by  the  board 
of  health  is,  to  use  the  premises  as  a  place  for  the  temporary 
observation  of  persons  who  have  arrived  on  vessels  on  which 
eases  of  cholera  have  occurred ;  persons  whom  the  health 
office  may  feel  obliged,  from  the  limited  convenience  at  his 
eontrol,  to  allow  to  pass  from  quarantine  and  to  mingle 
with  the  community,  but  whom  the  board  of  health  deems  it 
for  the  general  interest  to  keep  under  observation  for  a  time ; 
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that  n<^  sach  persons  are  under  any  drcnmstances  to  be 
landed  ;  that  no  one  who  has  been  exposed  to  any  disease 
other  than  cholera,  is  to  be  landed ;  that  a  guard  is  to  be 
kept  round  the  premises,  which  are  surrounded  by  a  high 
board  fence,  and  that  practically,  there  are  no  inhabitants 
within  half  a  mile  of  the  place,  and  actually  none  at  all 
within  1,600  feet. 

The  board  of  health  proposes  to  use  its  own  land  for  this 
purpose,  and  they  do  this  in  discharge  of  the  duty  imposed 
on  them,  to  care  for  the  health  of  not  only  New  York,  Sings 
and  Westchester  counties,  but  for  Bichmond  county ;  and  the 
measures  they  have  adopted  are,  in  their  opinion,  tiie  best 
possible  for  that  end. 

Section  15  of  chapter  74  of  the  Laws  of  1866,  requires 
the  board  of  health,  the  health  officer  and  the  quarantine 
commissioners,  to  ''  co-operate  together  to  prevent  the  spread 
of  disease,  and  for  the  protection  of  life,  and  for  the  promo- 
tion of  health." 

By  section  17  the  board  of  health  is  required  to  /'use,  all 
reasonable  means  for  ascertaining  the  existence  and  cause 
of  disease,  or  peril  to  life  or  health,  and  for  ayerting  the 
same  throughout  said  district.'*  By  the  same  section  they 
are  authorized  to  exercise  extraordinary  powers,  when  there 
is  imminent  peril  by  reason  of  impending  pestaence,  which 
has  been  legally  declared  to  be  the  case  now. 

The  question  now  presented  is  in  brief,  will  the  court 
interfere  with  this  board  thus  performing  its  duties  in  con- 
nection with  others? 

In  endeavoring  to  furnish  an  answer  to  this  question,  wo 
present  the  following  points : 

L  There  is  every  presumption  in  favor  of  the  legality  and 
correctness  of  the  action  thus  taken  by  public  offipers  in  the 
performance  of  their  duty,  and  they  can  only  be  interfered 
with,  in  case  their  acts  are  clearly  i^own  to  be  illegal 

n.  Begarded  independently  of  the  statute  law  of  the'state, 
there  is  nothing  in  tiie  proposed  use  of  the  premises  thai 
can  justify  the  interference  of  the  court. 

1.  The  proposed  use  of  the  premises  is  not  such  an  use  as 
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is.  known  to  the  law  as  a  nuisance.    {Phosnix  agt.  Commia" 
monersy  1  Abb.  466 ;  8.  C.  on  Appeals  12  How,  1.) 

2.  While  injunctions  are  sometimes  granted  before  judg- 
menty  to  prevent  the  creation  of  anything  known  to  the  law 
•6  a  nuisance,  eyen  that  is  done  with  extreme  reluctance, 
and  a  preliminaiy  injunction  is  never  granted  to  prevent  the 
establishment  of  a  thing  not  in  itself  noxious,  except  in  cases 
in  which  it  is  condusivel  j  shown  that  the  thing  sought  to  be 
QDJoined  will  necessarily  be  a  nuisance,  and  furthermore  that 
it  ia  a  marked  and  imperative  case  of  imminent  and  irre- 
trievable danger  and  injury.  {Phcenix  agt.  CommisstonepSy  1 
Jbb.  466;  3.  C.'on4ppeal,  ViBoto.  1;  6  Paige  554;  Tichner 
agt.  FPt&on,  4  Halat.  Clk.  197 ;  Earl  of  Bipon  agt  Hobart^  1 
Coop.  8eL  Cos.  338 ;  8.  C.  3  Mylne  d  Keen,  119 ;  8.  C.  8 
(hndemaed  English  Ch  332,  469  ;  Attorney  General  agt  Cha- 
«er,  18  Veaeyj  211 ;  Barnes  agt  Baker,  Ambler ,  158 ;  3  Atk. ; 
JBaines  agt  Taylor,  10  Beavan^  75 ;  White  agt.  Cohen,  19  Eng, 
Law  and  Eq.  149 ;  Attorney  Creneral  agt.  8h^ffidd  Oas  Co. 
Id.  641.) 

3.  The  court  certainly  cannot  say,  upon  any  evidence 
before  it,  that  on  the  principles  laid  down  in  these  cases  a 
oase  for  preliminary  injunction  is  made  out 

m.  There  is  nothing  in  the  proposed  use  of  the  premises 
that  is  forbidden  by  the  statute  law  of  the  law  of  the  state. 
The  only  statutes  alleged  to  bear  upon  the  question  at  all, 
are  the  quarantine  acts.  (Laws  of  1863,  chap.  318 ;  Laws  of 
1866,  chap.  613 ;  Laws  of  1866,  dhap.       .) 

Of  these,  the  law  of  1863  is  the  one  really  applicable. 
The  law  of  1866  relates  to  a  permanent  quarantine  to  be 
established  upon  the  west  bank,  and  leaves  the  other  provi- 
sions of  the  law  of  1863  in  full  force. 

1.  The  only  thing  expressly  forbidden  to  be  done  by  these 
etatates  is,  the  construction  of  "  warehouses,  wet  docks  and 
wharves,  with  appropriate  appurtenances  for  unloading  and 
Spring  cargoes  "  (Laws  of  1863,  chap.  358,  §  3).  Inferenti- 
ally  also  the  establishment  of  a  permanent  quarantine  hoa^ 
pital,  is  perhaps  forbidden  on  Staten  Island  by  the  laws  of 
]i863  and  1866. 
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lY.  The  proposed  use  of  the  premises  is  direotlj  autho- 
rized by  yirtue  of  the  act  establishing  the  board  of  health, 
without  reference  to  any  other  act.  (Latoa  of  1866,  chap. 
74,  §  16 ;  Readvtions  of  Board  of  Health  approved  by  Oov- 
erruyTf  ExMbU  B,  to  affidavit  of  SchvUz.) 

y.  The  injunction  heretofore  granted  must  be  dissolved. 
(Bdch&r  agt.  Farrar,  8  AUeriy  325,  327,  329 ;  People  ex  rd. 
Savage  agt  Board  qf  EecUth,  33  Barb.  344.) 

Henby  W.  Johnson,  and 

Henby  C.  MuBPHY,/or  Gommimofnera  of  QvaranUne. 

L  But  two  grounds  are  assigned  or  suggested  in  the  oom- 
plamt  and  affidavits  for  granting  the  injunction  prayed  for. 
They  are  the  following : 

1.  That  the  use]  of  the  premises  described  in  the  com- 
plaint for  the  purposes  therein  stated,  will  be  ruinous  to  the 
property  and  pecuniary  mterests  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  of 
aQ  E  persoi  rimSy  situated  and  o^  prJperiy,  or 
residing  in  the  vicinity  of  said  premises. 

2.  That  the  use  of  said  premises  for  said  purposes,  would 
greatly  endanger  the  lives  and  health  of  the  population  in 
the  viciniiy  of  said  premises,  and  would  be  likely  to  intro- 
duce and  cause  the  introduction  of  pestilence  and  contagious 
and  infectious  diseases  among  said  population. 

n.  The  injunction  clearly  ought  not  to  be  granted  upoA 
the  first  ground  assigned  in  the  complaint ;  because — 

1.  If  the  use  of  the  premises  in  question  for  the  purposes 
stated  in  the  complaint  would,  in  fact,  result  in  the  pecuniary 
loss  and  injury  which  the  plaintiffs  allege,  they  have  an 
ample  remedy  at  law  to  recover  their  damages  in  case  the 
defendants  are  acting  without  lawful  authority. 

2.  Where  a  party  has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  by  an 
action  to  recover  damages,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  grant 
relief  by  injunction.  {Watson  agt.  Huntery  6  Johns.  Ch. 
169 ;  Thompson  agt.  Mathews^  2  Edio.  212 ;  DeL  and  Hudson 
Canal  Co.  agt.  The  N.N.  &  E.  B.B.  Co.  9 Paige, 323 ;  Ben- 
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ton  agt.  OUy  of  BrooUyn^  15  Barb.  376 ;  Barnes  agt  McAHiS" 
ier,  18  JSbw;.  Pr.  U.  634.) 

3.  It  is  not  alleged  or  saggested  that  the  defendants  are 
irresponsible  and  unable  to  respond  in  damages,  and  there- 
fore the  court  cannot  assume  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  be 
fully  compensated  for  their  loss  in  an  action  to  recover 
damages. 

in.  The  injunction  ought  not  to  be  granted  upon  the 
second  ground  above  stated,  for  the  following,  among  other 
reasons : 

1.  The  substance  of  that  ground  for  granting  the  injunc- 
tion is,  that  the  use  of  the  property  for  the  purposes  stated, 
will  result  in  the  creation  of  a  pvUtc  mnaanoe  detrimental  to 
the  public  health. 

2.  According  to  the  complaint,  the  premises  are  to  be  used 
for  qvarantine  purposes  and  as  a  part  of  the  qnarantine  estab- 
lishment  If  used  for  such  a  purpose,  the  court  cannot 
assume  that  a  public  nuisance  will  be  created  thereby.  A 
quarantine  establishment  is  not  a  nuisance  per  se,  and  has 
never  been  held  to  be  such.  If  rightly  and  properly  con- 
ducted it  would  be  entirely  harmless,  and  the  court  cannot 
assume  that  a  quarantine  upon  these  premises  would  be 
improperly  conducted. 

3.  To  justify  the  granting  of  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
commissL^an  a^  on  L  groJd  that  it  ^  create  a 
nuisance,  it  must  appear  that  the  act  wiU  neoessatily  result 
in  creating  that  which  was  known  to  the  common  law  as  a 
nuisance,  or  is  declared  by  statute  to  be  such.  {Phcemx  agt. 
The  Commissioners  of  Ermigraiixm^  1  Abb.  467 ;  Wetmore  agt. 
AOavtic  White  Lead  Co.  37  Barb.  70.) 

4.  The  use  of  these  premises  for  quarantine  purposes  is 
nowhere  prohibited  bylaw,  and  on  the  contrary  it  is  diiectly 
sanctioned  by  law  in  case  the  quarantine  autiiorities  deem 
such  use  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  public  health. 
The  commissioners  and  health  officer  are  vested  with  large 
discretionary  powers  in  reference  to  persons  under  quaran- 
tine, and  the  act  complained  of  would  be  dearly  within  the 
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scope  of  their  discretion.  (See  Laws  of  1863,  p.  578,  §  24 ; 
p:584,§37;i).586,§47.) 

6.  An  act  which  has  the  sanction  of  law,  and  is  performed 
under  legal  authority,  cannot  be  a  public  nuisance.    {Harris 
agt.  Thompson^  9  Barb.  350 ;  Plant  agt.  Long  L  B.  B.  Co.  10' 
BarK  26;  Leigh  agt.   WesterveUj  2  Duer,  618;  Davis  agt. 
TU  Mayor,  &c.,  14  K  Y.  506.) 

6.  The  plaintiffs  claim  no  ownership  in  or  right  to  any 
part  of  the  premises  proposed  to  be  used  as  stated  in  the 
complaint.  If  any  injury  results  to  them  from  the  acts  com- 
plained of,  it  will  flow  from  an  exercise  of  legislative  autho- 
rity in  a  matter  over  which  the  legislature  had  fall  control. 
Its  will  in  all  matters  affecting  the  public  health  and  general 
welfare  is  supreme,  and  cannot  be  questioned  in  a  suit  by  a 
private  individual.  ( Wyrvehamer  agt.  The  Feople,  3  Kern. 
411 ;  The  People  agt.  Toynbee,  2  Parker  C.  B.  490 ;  The 
Bame  agt.  Draper,  15  N.  T.  532 ;  1  Kent's  Cam.  448,  449, 
fnar.  p.) 

TV.  But  the  injunction  should  be  denied  for  another  rea^ 
son,  and  that  is  that  the  premises  are  not  to  be  used  for  any 
such  purpose  as  is  stated  in  the  complaint. 

The  affidavits  of  aU  of  the  quarantrae  commissioners  and 
of  the  health  officer,  all  concur  in  the  fact  that  there  has 
never  been  any  intention  on  the  part  of  the  quarantine 
authorities  to  use  the  premises  for  any  other  purpose  than 
as  a  place  for  the  detention  of  well  passengers.  And  they 
all  concur  in  the  opinion  that  such  use  would  be  unattended 
with  any  injury  or  danger  to  the  plaintifib,  or  to  any  other 

have  been  read  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  can  have  no 
weight  against  these  opinions,  because  they  are  given  upon 
a  very  different  statement  of  the  purposes  to  which  the  pre- 
mises are  to  be  appropriated. 

Y.  For  the  reasons  above  assigned,  the  motion  for  a  per- 
manent injunction  should  be  denied,  and  the  temporary 
injunction  should  be  dissolved. 

J.  F.  Babnabd,  J.    The  subject  of  quarantine  is  carefully 
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.  regulated  by  statate.  It  is  determined  by  law  what  diseases 
are  subject  to  quarantine,  of  what  the  quarantine  establish- 
ment shall  consist,  and  where  its  operations  shall  be  carried 
on.  This  establishment  consists  first  of  "  trarehouses,  wet 
docks  and  wharves."  These  are  required  to  be ''  in  the 
lower  bay  of  New  York,  not  on  Staten  Island,  Long  Island 
or  Coney  Island."  The  second  part  of  such  establifiSiment 
is  <<  anchorage  for  vessels,"  and  "  this  shall  be  in  the  lower 
bay,  distant  not  less  than  two  miles  from  the  nearest  shore." 

The  third  is  a  '^  floating  hospital,"  and  this  ^*  shall  be 
anchored  in  the  lower  bay,  not  less  than  two  miles  distant 
from  the  nearest  portion  of  the  quarantine  anchorage  and 
from  the  nearest  ^ore."  The  fourth  is  a  '^  boarding  sta-. 
tion,"  and  this  is  directed  to  be  the  present  floating  hospital, 
and  such  other  vessels  as  may  be  provided  to  be  anchored 
so  near  the  hospital  as  to  offer  the  greatest  dispatch  in 
boarding  vessels.  The  fifth  is  a  burying  ground  which  Is 
located  on  the  lands  of  the  state  at  Seguine*s  Point,  and  last, 
the  establishment  consists  of  residences  of  officers  and  men 
not  located  by  the  act.  On  an  arrival  of  infected  vessels  the 
sick  are  to  be  immediately  transferred  to  the  floating  or 
o&er  hospitals  to  be  provided,  and  full  power  is  given  **  to 
appropriate  vessels  for  the  service  of  the  sioL" 

The  well  persons  are  to  be  set  at  Uberty  as  soon  as  they 
may  be  with  safety.  All  vessels,  the  subject  of  quarantine, 
shall  anchor  within  the  quarantine  anchorage,  "  and  there 
remain  with  all  persons  arriving  thereon,"  until  discharged 
by  proper  authority.  The  quarantine  establishment  is  put 
under  the  control  of  the  commissioners  of  quarantine,  and 
their  powers  are  not  subject  to  the  metropolitan  board  of 
health.  General  power  is  given  the  commissioners  of  quar- 
antine to  take  all  means  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the 
public  health,  according  to  the  exigencies  of  the  case,  pro- 
vided they  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  above  provisions. 

It  seems  quite  clear,  from  these  minute  directions,  that  the 
legislature  intended  that  Staten  Island  should  not  be  a  place 
where  any  operation  of  quarantine,  except  to  bury  the  dead, 
should  be  carried  oil 
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The  y#y  act  establiBlung  the  present  qaarantine  directed 
the  laad  of  the  state  at  Segume's  Point  to  be  sold  without 
mmecessaiy  delay,  and  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  to  be 
applied  k>  the  expenses  of  this  quarantine  as  now  estab- 
lished. 

In  Tiolation  of  the  law  thus  dearly  expressed,  the  defend*- 
u.^,  I^e  conmuadoners  of  quaran4e7or  tixe  defendante, 
iha  metvopolifam  boasd  of  health,  or  both  jointly,  claim  the 
right  and  threaten  to  remoye  from  the  yessels  which  are  the 
sabjeci  of  qaarantine,  persons  in  whom  there  is  no  present 
manifestation  of  disease,  in  order  that  such  persons  may  be 
detained  at  Segoine's  Point,  until  time  shall  disclose  whether 
they  havid.  ihe  seeds  of  pestilence  in  them  or  not.  This  is 
purely  and  simply  quarsSotine,  and  may  not  legally  be  done 
on  Staten  Island. 

The  plaintiffs  maike  a  case  which,  under  well  settled  equi- 
taUe  principles,  entitles  them  to  an  injunction  restraining 
the  defendants  from  conmutting  the  threatened  acts,  which, 
by  law,  they  haye  no  right  to  commit  during  the  pendency 
of  the  aotion. 


•  ♦• 


SUPBEME  OOUET. 

Chables  G,  Ward,  Assignee,  &c.,  respondent,  agt.  John  0. 

Benson,  appellant 

A  aanse  of  aotion  in  trover  is  assigruMe  ;  and  the  assignee  oan  sne  in  his  own 
name. 

Where  personal  property  has  been  wrongfully  taken  and*  oonverted  by  a  defend- 
ant, the  general  (ueignee  of  the  owner  may  maintain  an  action  for  such  conver- 
skm  against  the  defendant,  al&ongh  the  property  was  taken  from  the  defendant 
in  another  state  nnder  an  attachment  in  &yor  of  the  creditors  of  the  owner, 
h^ore  the  general  aasignment  was  executed  by  the  owner. 

The  defendant  was  entitled  to  set  np  the  amount  for  which  the  property  was  sold 
npon  the  attachment,  as  a  defense  to  that  amount.  If  the  property  was  sold 
mnch  below  its  actual  yalue,  the  defendant,  being  the  wrong-doer  must  suffer 
the  loss  of  the  depreciation. 

The  rule  of  damages  in  such  a  case,  is  ascertained  by  showing  wnat  the  property 
was  actually  worth  at  ihe  time  of  the  taking  and  conyersion,  and  deducting 
thenfroia  tbe  amount  for  which  it  was  sold  on  the  attachment. 
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New  York  Chfierdl  Term  January ^  1866. 

B^ore  Ingbahah,  F.  J.,  Olebee  and  Babnabd,  Justioea. 

M.  B.  Staffobd  &  Oo.^  the  plaintiff's  assignors,  were  the 
owners  of  certain  silk  in^  Patterson,  N.  J.,  which,  it  is  alleged 
in  the  complaint,  was  unlawfally  converted  by  the  defendant. 
This  was  on  the  13th  December,  1859. 

On  the  23d  February,  1860,  said  Stafford  &  Co.  made  a 
general  asssignment  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  benefit  of  their 
creditors. 

On  the  13th  January,  1860,  an  attachment  was  issaed  at 
the  stdt  of  Nathaniel  Lane,  a  creditor  of  the  assignors,  and 
the  silk  above  mentioned  was  taken  from  the  defendant  by 
the  sheriff  of  Passaic  connty,  sold  at  public  auction,  and  the 
proceeds  distributed  among  the  creditors  of  M.  B.  Stafford 
&  Co.,  the  assignors. 

The  attachment  under  which  the  property  in  question  was 
taken,  was  issued  by  and  under  the  advice  of  the  assignors^ 
before  their  assignment  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  court  was  requested  to  charge  the  jury,  **  that  the 
property  mentioned  in  the  complaint  having  been  taken  from 
the  defendant  under  process  of  law,  in  New  Jersey,  before 
Stafford  &  Mott  transferred  the  same  by  their  assignment  to 
the  plaintiff,  he,  the  plaintiff,  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the 
property,  or  the  value  thereot" 

The  court  was  also  requested  to  charge,  that  the  plaintiff 
had  failed  to  prove  more  than  nominal  damages. 

The  court  refused  to  charge  either  of  the  requests,  and 
the  defendant  excepted. 

The  court  charged  that  the  taking  of  the  property  by  the 
sheriff,  was  a  defense  to  the  extent  of  $1,883.41,  being  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  under  the  attachment,  and  which  sum 
was  applied  to  pay  Stafford  &  Mott's  debts. 

To  this  defendant  excepted. 

0.  Bainbridge  Smith,  ottomey  avid  cawnsd  for  dtfendoent 
a/ndappdki/nJt. 

First.  The  action  cannot  be  maintained*    It  is  in  the 
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natnre  of  troyer.  The  property  sued  for  was  not  in  the 
defendant's  possession  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  to  the 
plaintiff,  but  had  been  seized  under  an  attachment  issued  in 
fayor  of  the  assignors'  creditors,  and  taken  out  of  the  defend- 
ant's possession  and  placed  in  the  custody  of  the  law  at  the 
instigation  and  request  of  the  assignors ;  and  there  being  no 
allegation  or  proof  that  the  property  had  been  impaired  or 
diminished  in  yalue  by  the  defendant  while  in  his  possession, 
the  action  for  the  mere  taking,  whether  tortious  or  not,  is 
not  assignable. 

Assignment  to  plaintiff,  23d  Februaiy,  1860. 

Seized  under  attachment,  13th  January,  1860. 

At  the  request  of  assignors.  {The  People  agt.  Tioga  Com. 
Pleas,  19  Wend.  73 ;  McKee  agt.  Jvdd,  2  Kern.  B.  625 ;  Hall 
agt.  Bobinson,  2  Gomst.  293 ;  Gardner  agt.  Adams,  12  Wend. 
297 ;  Somner  agt.  WtU,  4  Serg.  dk  Baw.  19,  28 ;  WiUard^a 
Eq.  462 ;  2  Story's  Eg.  §  1040 ;  Sherman  agt.  Elder,  24  N. 
T.  B.  622 ;  Stewart  agt^  Martin,  16  Verm.  402 ;  Pierce  sag^. 
Benjamin,  14  Pick.  356 ;  Prescott  agt.  Wright,  6  Id.  20 ; 
Squire  agt.  HoUemback  9  Id.  551 ;  Sherry  agt.  Schuyler,  2  fliB 
204  and  note;  Higgings  agt.  Whitney,  24  Wend.  379;  Otis 
agt.  Janes.  21  Id.  394 ;  Plevin  agt.  SenshaU,  10  Bing.  B,  24 ; 
Id.  25  E.  0.  L.  B.  17.) 

1.  In  an  action  of  troyer,  where  the  property  has  been 
redeliyered  before  suit  brought,  the  party  from  whom  it  was 
taken  can  recoyer  nothing  but  nominal  damages.  {Sedg.  on 
Dam.  3ed.p.  518  [492]  ;  Murray  agt.  Barling,  10  J.  B.  172 ; 
BeyncMs  agt.  Shtder,  5  Cow.  B.  823.) 

2.  ^*  The  only  modification  that  can  be  said  to  exist  of  this 
rule  is,  perhaps,  in  those  cases  where,  intermediate  the  con- 
yersion  and  the  return  of  the  property  claimed,  special  dam- 
age has  been  sustained  by  the  plaintiff,  and  in  such  cases 
the  special  damage  demanded  must  be  distinctly  alleged  in 
the  declaration."  {Sedg.  on  Dam.  3d  ed.  p.  519  [492]  ;  Moon 
agt.  Baphad,  2  Bing.  N.  G.  310 ;  Id.  29,  E.  G.  L.  B.  345.) 

3.  "As  the  law  at  present  stands,  there  seems  no  warrant 
for  a  distinction  between  tortious  conyersions  and  bona  fde 
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takings,  except  so  far  as  the  malice  goes  to  prove  a  oonyer- 
sion  "  {Sedg.  on  Dam,  3d  ed.  p.  621  [494]. 

4  If  the  action  could  be  maintained  eJk  all,  the  jury  should 
have  been  instructed,  as  requeriied,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  recover  more  than  nominal  damages.  {Pages  31« 
32,/ob.  122,  123 ;  Casee  above  died ;  Hopper  agt.  JERgbee^  3 
Zabriihie,  324) 

Second.  The  assignors,  before  their  assignment  to  the 
plaintiff,  caused  the  property  to  be  taken  from  the  defendant 
under  an  attachment  in  favor  of  their  creditors,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof  distributed  am<mg  them  ( Volenti  nonJU  ir^wria). 

Third  The  whole  transaction  took  place  in  New  Jersey, 
and  by  the  laws  of  that  state  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  recover.  {Code  of  Pro.  §  426 ;  Hopper  agt  Higbee^  3 
Zabriskie^  324) 

Fmrth.  The  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

Chables  Mott,  attorney  omd  eounsd  for  plmnt^  and 
respondent. 

First.  The  silk  was  finished  December  10, 1859,  and  was 
the  property  of  M.  B.  Stafford  &  Co,  There  were  then  599 
sixteen  ounce  pounds  of  it. 

The  value  of  it  was  fixed  by  Stafford  at  $4,825,  or  fifty 
cents  an  ounce ;  and  by  Thorp,  a  witness  of  defendant,  aJb 
forty-five  to  fifty  cents  an  ounce,  on  December  12, 1859,  aa 
the  market  value.  A  computation  will  show  that  the  jury 
found  it  to  be  worth  forty-seven  and  a  half  cents  an  ounce. 
The  seizure  of  the  silk  by  defendant  on  Sunday,  December 
11, 1859,  is  both  admitted  and  proved. 

On  December  12, 1859,  a  demand  was  made  upon  defend* 
ant  by  Stafford  for  the  silk,  which  the  defendant  refused  to 
give  up. 

Second  From  what  has  been  said,  it  appears  that  the 
cause  of  action  which  accrued  to  Stafford  and  Mott — ^for  the 
seizure  of  the  silk  by  defendant,  was  a  trespass. 

This  cause  of  action  for  the  taking  and  detention  of  the 
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sQk  was  assignable,  and  was  duly  assigned  to  plaintiff 
{McKee  agt.  Jvdd,  2  Kem.  622). 

Third.  The  exceptions  at  folios  36-41  were  not  well  taken. 

1.  The  questions  were  immaterial — some  of  them  palpably 
so.  The  iamiateriality  of  the  others  becomes  apparent  by 
the  answer,  folio  14. 

2.  The  questions  were  put  upon  cross-examination,  .before 
plaintiff  rested.  A  party  has  no  right,  before  opening  his 
ease,  to  introduce  it  to  the  jury  by  cross-examining  his 
adversary's  witness.  The  proper  time  to  put  these  inquiries, 
if  they  diould  then  be  deemed  material,  was  after  plaintiff 
had  rested  his  case,  when  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  recall 
the  witness  for  that  purpose  (1  Qre/enkaf  on  Ih.  §  447,  andf 
casea  cited), 

3.  If  the  exclusion  of  the  evidence  was  eiror^  it  did  no 
harm.  But  the  questions  were  not  finally  excluded.  The 
admission  of  the  testimony  was  merely  postponed  by  the 
court  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  to  a  subsequent  stage 
of  the  case. 

Fourth.  The  exception  upon  the  motion  to  dismiss  the 
complaint,  was  not  well  taken.  The  taking  was  admitted. 
The  possession,  value  and  assignment,  were  proved.  The 
ownership  was  both  conceded  and  proved.  ;,    ^^r—. 

JP{/j(A.  The  question  remaining  is,  what  amount  of  «Ki][^ages 
plaiatiff  can  recover?  ^ 

1.  The  silk  was  taken  on  Sunday,  December  tJl,i859,  apd       .      ^ 
has  been  withheld  to  the  present  time.  :    ■  y 

The  two  attachments  subsequently  procured  ^^^defeiidant 
were  quashed.  .^         ^ 

The  other  attachment,  and  the  only  one  not  shown  ^haye^' 
been  set  aside,  is  that  of  Lane,  under  which  the  silk  was 
attached  January  31,  1860,  nearly  two  months  after  the 
seizure  of  it  by  defendant,  and  sold  April  22, 1861,  nearly  a 
year  and  a  half  after  the  seizure,  at  auction,  for  |1,883.41| 
and  the  proceeds  :paid  to  the  creditors  of  Stafford  &  Mott, 
including  defendant. 

2.  Upon  the  question  of  damages,  the  couiH;  charged  the 
jury  that,  if  the  verdict  should  be  for  plaintiff,  plaintiff  was 
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entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the  silk  at  the  time  of  the 
taking,  after  deducting  from  it  the  sum  which  the  silk  sold 
for  at  the  sale  by  the  creditors  in  the  attachment  suit  of 
Lane,  and  nvhich  was  applied  in  payment  and  satisfaction  to 
that  extent  of  Stafford  &  Mott's  debts,  with  interest. 

3.  The  defendant  has  no  cause  to  complain  of  the  rule  of 
damages. 

1.  To  the  time  of  Lane's  attachment,  nearly  two  months 
after  the  seizure,  the  detention  was  as  unlawful  as  had  been 
the  taking. 

To  that  time  no  legal  measure  had  been  adopted  which 
can  be  pretended  to  justify  the  detention. 

In  any  view  of  the  case,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover, 
not  merely  nominal  damages  for  the  trespass,  as  claimed  by 
defendant,  but  also  damages  for  the  loss  of  the  property 
from  the  day  of  the  taking,  December  11, 1859,  to  the  day 
of  the  attachment,  January  31,  1860.  The  proceedings  in 
Lane's  attachment  suit  cannot  be  held  to  have  any  effect  at 
a  time  when  they  had  no  existence. 

2.  The  wrongful  taking  being  proved,  plaintiff  should 
recover  the  market  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the 
taking,  besides  interest,  unless  the  defendant  is  able  to  show 
that  the  goods,  or  the  value  of  them  at  the  time  of  the  tak- 
ing, have  been  restored  and  accepted. 

It  is  not  pretended  that  the  silk  was  ever  restored. 

The  attachment  and  subsequent  proceedings  in  Lane's 
suit  do  not  have  the  effect  of  a  return  and  acceptance  of  the 
property  itself,  or  the  value  of  it  at  the  time  of  the  seizure 
upon  the  question  of  damages.  The  measure  df  damages  is 
the  market  value  of  the  silk  on  December  11,  1859.  As 
found  by  the  jury,  this  amounted  to  over  $4,500.  The  sale, 
'  by  virtue  of  the  proceedings  in  Lane's  suit,  April  22, 1861, 
was  for  only  $1,883.41.  The  whole  effect  of  these  proceed- 
ings was  to  apply  to  the  use  of  Stafford  and  Mott  $1,883.41. 
But  this  was  not  a  restoration  of  the  value  of  the  silk  on 
December  11, 1859,  but  of  the  value  of  it  on  April  22, 1861. 
Even  this  was  not  the  market  value  on  that  day,  but  the 
vaine  at  a  legal  sale  in  Passaic  couniy,  N.  J.,  where  there  is 
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no  market,  and  hence  no  market  value  for  sewing  silk  by  the 
quantity  of  600  pounds.  The  sum  produced  at  this  sale  of 
the  silk  is  proved  to  be  less  by  several  thousands  of  dollars 
than  the  market  value  of  it  December  11, 1859. 

3.  A  tortious  taker  of  property  must  indemnify  the  injured 
party  for  his  loss.  The  measure  of  the  loss  in  this  case  is 
the  value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  taking  in  Decem- 
ber, 1859,  which  is  proved  to  be  over  $4,500.  The  only  com- 
pensation shown  is  the  application,  by  process  of  law,  to  the 
owner's  use  of  the  sum  of  $1,883.41.  But  compensation  to 
the  extent  of  $1,800  is  not  an  indemnity  for  the  loss  of 
$4,500.  The  actual  loss  still  remaining,  is  the  difference 
between  the  value  of  the  property  in  December,  1859,  and 
$1,883.41.  (Blake  agL  Johfison^  1  N.  H.  91 ;  Lamb  agt.  Day^ 
8  Vt.  4Syi ;  Pierce  agt.  Benjamin^  14  PicL  356 ;  Board  agt. 
Head,  3  Dana,  Ky.  489.) 

4  As  the  appfication  of  this  sum  to  the  use  of  Stafford 
and  Mott  was  by  process  of  law,  it  may  be  presumed  that  it 
was  so  applied  with  their  assent.  But  it  was  no  part  of  the 
proceedmgs  in  the  Boit  of  Lane  to  faniish  an  indemnity  for 
the  damages  occasioned  by  the  wrongful  seizure  of  the  silk 
by  defendant,  and  no  consent  on  their  part,  or  on  the  part 
of  plaintiff,  that  the  proceedings  should  have  that  effect,  can 
be  presumed.  The  parties  can  be  held  to  have  assented 
only  to  the  act  of  the  law,  and  the  legal  proceedings  did  not 
restore  the  silk  to  the  owners,  or  the  value  of  it  at  the  time 
of  the  seizure,  but  reduced  their  loss  to  the  extent  of 
$1,883.41  only. 

5.  The  loss  having  been  diminished  to  the  extent  of 
$1,883.41  only,  to  that  extent  only  should  the  plaintiff's 
recovery  be  diminished. 

To  that  extent  only  has  defendant  shown  a  right  to  miti- 
gate the  chmn  of  this  plaintiff  for  damages. 

6.  The  attachment  of  tiie  goods  by  Lane  before  the  assign- 
ment of  this  cause  of  action,  is  a  matter  of  no  moment,  the 
cause  of  action  having  accrued  before  the  attachment.  The 
plaintiff,  by  the  assignment,  took  the  cause  of  action,  sub- 
ject to  the  proceedings  in  Lane's  attachment  suit,  which  con* 
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stitute  not  a  complete,  but  a  partial  defense  only,  and  go  not 
in  bar  of  the  action  but  only  in  mitigation  or  reduction  of 
plaintiff's  damages  (Irish  agt-  Ghyes,  8  Vt  30). 

Sixth.  The  rule  of  damages  laid  down  by  the  court  was 
more  favorable  than  defendant  was  entitled  to. 

1.  The  sale  and  distribution  in  Lane's  suit  did  not  take 
place  till  after  the  commencement  of  this  action. 

2.  The  seizure  and  detention  of  the  silk  by  defendant  con- 
stitute an  undisguised  trespass,  without  color  of  permission 
or  legal  right. 

For  such  wanton  violation  of  the  owner'f  right?,  and  the 
offensive  manner  accompanying  H,  the  defendant  ought  not 
to  be  permitted  to  avail  himself  of  the  proceedings  in  Lane's 
suit  to  mitigate  the  plaintiff's  damages  at  all  {Higgins  agt. 
Whitney,  24  Wend.  379). 

Seventh.  The  case  of  Hopper  agt.  Mghee  (3  Zabriskie's  N, 
J.  Rep.  342),  which  was  read  in  evidence,  was  a  very  differ- 
ent case  from  this. 

1.  In  that  case  the  writ  issued  at  the  suit  of  the  wrong 
doer ;  in  this,  at  the  suit  of  a  third  person — ^Lane. 

The  property,  when  attached,  was  taken,  in  that  case,  from 
the  hands  of  the  wrong  doer ;  the  defendant  is  shown  to 
have  parted  with  the  possession  of  the  property  in  question 
nearly  two  month's  before  Lane's  attachment  of  it. 

2.  Li  that  case,  an  offer  was  made,  on  behalf  of  defend- 
ant, to  prove  the  application,  by  operation  of  law,  to  the 
owner's  use  of  the  property  taken. 

The  plaintiff  objected.  The  court  sustained  the  objection, 
and  the  whole  bill  of  exceptions  is  on  that,  except  one  tech- 
nical point. 

The  question  in  that  case,  therefore,  was  as  to  the  admis- 
sibiUty  of  the  evidence  only,  not  as  to  the  effect  of  it ;  and 
the  question  as  to  the  extent  of  the  mitigation  of  the  plain- 
tiff's  damages  on  account  of  such  application  of  the  pro- 
perty, was  not  in  that  case  at  all. 

Li  this  case,  the  evidence  was  admitted,  and  the  question 
is  as  to  the  effect  to  be  given  to  it ;  in  other  words,  to 
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what  extent  Hxe  plaixitiff 's  damages  should  be  reduced  on 
account  of  it 

Eighth,  The  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  should  be 
affirmed. 

By  the  court,  Clerke,  J,  The  property,  for  the  conversion 
of  which  this  action  is  brought,  was  wrongfully  taken  by  the 
defendant  on  the  11th  of  December,  1859.  Attachments 
were  issued  against  it  while  in  the  possession  of  the  defend- 
ant, by  creditors  of  the  owners^  on  the  Slat  January,  I86O9 
under  which  it  was  sold  April  22, 1861,  for  $1,883.41.  On 
the  23d  Februaij,  1860,  the  owners  made  a  general  assign- 
ment to  the  plaintiff  for  the  benefit  of  their  creditors. 

At  the  trial,  the  judge  was  requested  to  charge  the  jury, 
that  the  property  mentioned  in  tie  complmnt,  having  been 
taken  from  the  defendant  by  process  of  law  in  New  Jersey, 
before  the  owners  transferred  the  same  by  their  assignmr^nt 
to  the  plaintiff,  the  latter  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  pro- 
perty or  the  value  thereof.  The  judge  was  also  requested  to 
charge,  that  the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  prove  more  than 
nominal  damages.  He  refused  to  charge  as  requested ;  but 
he  did  charge  that  the  taking  of  the  property  by  the  sheriff 
was  a  defense  to  the  extent  of  $1,883.41,  being  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  under  the  attachment,  which  were  applied  to  pay 
the  original  owners  debts.    He  was  clearly  right. 

If  the  proposition  of  the  defendant's  counsel  is  tenable,  if 
the  property  was,  at  the  time  of  the  wrongful  taking,  worth 
ten  times  the  amoujit  which  it  brought  at  the  sale  under  the 
attachment,  the  wronged,  and  not  the  wrongful  party,  mast 
43uffer  the  consequences  of  the  depreciation.  The  wronged^ 
instead  of  the  wrong  doer,  should  suffer,  according  to  this 
proposition,  the  direct  consequences  of  the  wrong.  At  the 
time  of  the  <K)nver8ion,  and  at  any  time  between  the  conversion 
And  the  sale,  it  is  possible  that  the  state  of  the  market  might 
have  enabled  the  owner  to  sell  the  property  for  a  much  larger 
Bum  than  it  brought  at  the  sale  under  the  attachment  But 
ihis  he  would  have  been  prevented  from  doing  by  the  unjus- 
tifiable act  oi  the  defendant    The  judge  properlj  charged. 
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fherefore,  that  the  jury  should  determine,  from  the  evidence, 
what  was  the  actual  yalue  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the 
taking ;  and,  having  ascertained  this,  he  directed  them,  if  they 
should  find  for  the  plaintiff,  to  deduct  from  this  ascertainecl 
value,  at  the  time  of  the  taking,  the  amount  which  it  pro* 
duced  at  the  sale.  The  other  exceptions  and  objections  of 
defendant's  counsel,  are  equally  untenable. 
The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


•  »• 


BUFFALO  SUPEEIOB  COTJET. 
Jane  F.  Dissble  agt.  AiiMON  M.  Olapp  and  others. 

The  ooTirts  ci  this  state  hftye  nofurMSdion  orer  lands  is  this  state  pnrohased  bj 
the  United  States  with  the  consent  of  and  ceded  by  the  state,  for  the  erection 
cxf  post-oiBces,  custom  houses,  conrt  looms,  fbrts,  magazSnes,.  arsenals^  dock 
yards  and  other  needfoi  buildings. 

^)bngree»  is  vested  with  the  same  exclnsire  Jurisdiction  o^er  sn^  places  as  it  poB> 
■esses  oyer  ttie  District  of  CohimUa,  and  the  same  results  foflow.  Consequently 
the  inhabitants  of  such  {daces,  aotuc^y  dwelling  tlierein,  are  not  entitled  to  th» 
«xercx8&  of  the  elective  fl*ancbise  at  state  elections,,  nor  to  the  other  poliiical 
privileges  exdusively  bdonging  to  the  citizens  of  the  state. 

ITor  have  the  courts  of  this  state  jurisdiction  of  an  action  of  tffetiment  to 
recover  dotosr  in  such  lands>  where  ttie  land  was  purehased  by  the  United  Statea 
from  the  husband  of  the  daimant,  and  ceded  by  the  state,  while  he  was  living, 
and  the  right  of  dower  of  the  wife  was  tnchoaie. 

M  seemSy  that  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  this  state,  giving  Kbe  consent  and  ceding 
the  lands  to  the  United  States,  i^Eter  such  porchase,  vested  thtt  foe  of  the  tbhoie 
premiaeB  in  the  United  States,  free  from  any  claim  of  dower. 

Bufah  Special  Term  Juhf,  1866. 

Tbis  is  ejectment  under  the  statute  of  this  statef(»*doiver  in 
certain  lands,  situate  in  the  city  of  Buffalo,  upon  which  standa 
the  large,  and  substantial  stone  building  erected  and  used  b  j 
the  United  States  government  for  a  post-office^  custom  house^ 
court  rooms,  <&c.  The  defendant  Olapp  is  deputy  postmaster^ 
and  has  the  charge  of  that  part  of  the  building  used  as  a 
post-office.  The  defendant  Norton  is  collector  of  customs^ 
and  has  charge  of  that  part  of  the  building  used  as  a  custom 
house.  The  defendant  HaU  is  U.  S.  district  judge,  and  holda 
courts  in  the  rooms  set  apart  in  the  building  for  that  pur- 
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pose.     The  other  defendants  are  XJ.  S.  deputy  marshals,  and 
occupy  offices  in  said  building  appropriated  to  that  use. 

The  United  States  in  1855  became,  by  purchase,  seized  in 
fee  of  the  lands  in  question.  They  were  purchased  by  the 
United  States  for  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  now  used. 
At  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  lands  by  the  United 
States,  the  plaintiff  had  an  inchoate  right  or  possibility  of 
dower  in  them.  Her  husband  was  then  living ;  he  died  in 
the  fall  of  1864. 

The  state  of  New  York  gave  its  consent  to  the  purchase 
of  the  lands  by  the  United  States  for  the  purposes  before 
mentioned,  and  ceded  its  jurisdiction  in  and  over  the  said 
lands  when  purchased  by  the  United  States,  to  the  United 
States,  reserving  the  right  to  execute  the  process  of  the  state 
upon  said  lands,  except  when  such  process  might  a£Eect  ihe 
real  or  personal  property  of  the  United  States.  {Laws  (f 
1854,  chap  1 ;  Laws  of  1855,  chap.  399-) 

B.  H.  Austin, /or  plaintiff. 

J.  L.  Talcott  avd  B.  L.  Bubbowb, /or  d^endoids, 

Mai^ten,  J.  The  seventeenth  subdivision  of  section  eight  of 
article  first  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  confers  the 
power  upon  congress  **  to  exercise  exclusive  legislation  in  all 
cases  whatever  over  such  district  (not  exceeding  ten  miles 
square),  as  may  by  cession  of  particular  states  and  the 
acceptance  of  congress,  become  the  seat  of  the  government 
of  the  United  States,  and  to  exercise  the  like  authority 
over  all  places  purchased  by  the  consent  of  the  legislature 
of  the  state  in  which  the  same  shall  be,  for  the  erection  of 
forts,  magazines,  arsenals,  dock  yards  and  other  needful 
buildings." 

Exclusive  legislation  is  exclusive  jurisdiction. 

"When  land  is  purchased  by  the  United  States,  for  the 
purposes  specified,  with  the  consent  of  tl^e  state  in  which  the 
land  is  situate,  the  land  or  territory  so  purchased  falls,  by 
force  of  the  above  quoted  provision  of  the  constitution,  under 
the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States.    The  consent 
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of  the  state  to  the  purchase  by  the  United  States  is  a  sur- 
render or  cession  of  the  sovereigntj  of  the  state  over  such 
territory. 

In  the  case  of  the  lands  in  question,  the  state  of  New  York 
not  only  gave  its  consent  to  the  purchase  of  them  by  the 
United  States,  but  also  in  express  terms  ceded  its  jurisdic- 
tion over  them  to  the  United  States. 

The  object  of  the  reservation  by  the  state  of  the  right  to 
execute  the  process  of  the  state  upon  the  lands  or  territory 
ceded,  was  to  prevent  such  territory  from  becoming  a  sane- 
tuaiy  for  orimmals  and  for  debtors  and  their  property. 

The  officers  of  the  state,  in  executing  such  process  undei 
ihe  reservation,  act  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States 

The  state  and  its  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  over  crimes 
committed  upon  the  ceded  territory.  They  are  committed 
against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  United  States  and  not 
of  the  state  of  New  York.  Except  by  force  of  the  consent 
of  the  United  States  expressed  in  the  reservation  contained 
in  the  act  of  cession,  neither  the  civil  nor  criminal  process 
of  the  courts  of  the  state  could  be  executed  upon  the  ceded 
territory,  any  more  than  they  could  be  beyond  the  territorial 
limits  of  the  state.  Such  ceded  places  probably  are  no  part 
of  the  state,  for  it  has  no  jurisdiction  there.  The  inhabitants 
of  such  places,  actually  dwelling  therein,  are  not  entitled  to 
the  exercise  of  the  elective  franchise  at  state  elections,  nor 
to  the  other  political  privileges  exclusively  belonging  to  the 
citizens  of  the  state. 

The  district  of  Columbia  was  ceded  to  the  United  States 
by  the  states  of  Maryland  and  Virginia,  under  the  first 
branch  of  the  provision  of  the  constitution  above  quoted. 

0<mgress  has  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  that  district  and 
its  inhabitants.  That  district  forms  no  part  of  the  states  or 
of  either  of  them  by  which  it  was  ceded.  The  inhabitants 
of  the  district  are  not  citizens  of  those  states,  nor  enumer- 
ated as  such,  and  are  not  entitled  to  the  civil  and  poUtical 
lights  and  privileges  belonging  exclusively  to  the  citizens  of 
those  states. 
These  questions  I  reg^d  as  settled.    They  follow  from  the 
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exclusive  legislative  jurisdiction — ^vested  in  congress.  The 
"  like  authority"  is  vested  in  congress  by  the  second  branch 
of  the  provision  of  the  constitution  above  quoted,  over  all 
places  purchased  by  the  consent  of  the  legislature  of  the 
state  in  which  the  same  shall  be,  for  the  erection  of  forts  and 
other  needful  buildings.  Congress  is  vested  with  the  same 
exclusive  jurisdiction  over  such  places  as  it  possesses  over 
the  District  of  Columbia,  and  the  same  results  follow. 

If  judgment  should  be  given  for  the  plaintiff  in  this  action, 
it  would  be  that  she  recover  her  dower  in  the  lands  in  ques- 
tion ;  that  it  be  admeasured  and  that  a  writ  of  possession 
issue  to  put  her  into  the  possession  of  the  part  assigned  to 
her.  Such  process  would  affect  the  property  of  the  United 
Statea 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  courts  of  the  state  of  New 
York  have  no  jurisdiction  over  the  lands  in  question.  (1 
KenJPs  Com.  402  ;  3  Story  on  the  Constitvtixm^  96 ;  StaJte  agt. 
Clary ^  8  Mass.  B.  72  ;  State  agt.  Young,  1  HalTs  Journal,  47  ; 
People  agt.  Godfrey,  17  Johns.  B.  225 ;  Untied  States  agt. 
CorruUy  2  Mason's  B.  60-91 ;  United  States  agt.  Davis,  5 
Mason's  B,  356 ;  United  States  agt  Ames,  1  Wood,  and  M. 
76 ;  Cohens  agt.  Virginia,  6  Wheat.  424.) 

It  was  contended  that  the  United  States  not  having  pur- 
chased the  right  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  lands  in  question,  had 
not  yet  acquired  jurisdiction  over  them,  for  the  jurisdiction 
was  ceded  over  them  "when  purchased  by  the  United 
States." 

The  United  States,  by  purchase,  acquired  the  fee  of  the 
lands  from  the  persons  seized  in  fee  of  them.  The  plamtiff 
at  the  time  of  such  purchase,  was  a  wife,  not  a  widow,  and 
her  right  to  dower  in  the  lands  of  her  husband,  was  a  mere 
possibility ;  it  was  not  an  interest  in  the  lands ;  it  could  be 
released  to  one  having  an  estate  in  the  lands,  but  was  not 
the  subject  of  bargain  and  sale,  or  of  grant  or  transfer. 

I  do  not  think  that  there  is  anything  in  this  position  taken 
by  the  plaintiff. 

I  think  the  graver  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  was 
not  divested  of  this  mere  possibility  by  force  of  the  act  of 
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the  legislature  of  this  state  referred  to,  and  the  pnrehase  by 
the  United  States. 

This  mere  possibility  depended  upon  law,  and  was  within 
the  power  of  the  legidatnre. 

The  act  gave  the  consent  of  the  state  that  the  lands  might 
be  purchased  by  the  United  States  for  the  erection  thereon 
of  a  cnstom  honse,  post-office,  &c.,  and  enacted  that  *'the 
said  United  States  may  have,  hold,  nse,  occupy  and  own  the 
said  lands  when  purchased." 

The  United  States  purchased  them  of  the  persons  owning 
the  fee,  and  representing  every  interest  in  them  (Moore  agt. 
Mayor  of  New  York,  4  Sdd.  110). 

Having  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  complaint  must 
be  dismissed  upon  the  groimd  that  the  courts  of  the  state 
have  no  jurisdiction  over  the  lands  in  question,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  determine  the  r%ht  of  the  plaintiff  to  dower  in 
said  lands  ;  or  whether  the  defendants  are  occupants  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  prescribing  against  whom  eject- 
ment must  be  brought. 

The  complaint  is  dismissed. 


•  ♦• 


SUPBEME  COUBT. 

MiLLABD  P.  Fillmore  as  receiver  of,  &c.,  of  Ohables  J.  Hub- 
BABD,  appellant  agt.  CoBNELins  M.  Hobton,  respondevU. 

A  recevoer  appointed  in  8ri0>lementary  proceedinga,  doee  not  aoqniie  the  20702  UBib 
to  the  property  of  the  ludgment  debtor  nntU  his  appolnbfMnt  a$  mich  receio^. 
His  title  does  not  reUte  back  to  the  Ume  of  the  seroioe  qf  the  rettrawing  order 
in  these  prooeedings^  npon  the  judgment  debtor. 

Where  a  creditor  by  a  bona  fide  ehattd  mortgage^  sells  the  property  of  the  Judg- 
ment debtor,  npon  the  mortgage,  and  deliTors  possession  to  the  pnichaser,  prior 
to  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  in  snpplemenUkry  proceedings  of  the  debtor's 
property,  such  mortgage  sale  does  not  constitute  ^  oonoerttion  if  the  property 
as  against  the  receiver,  for  which,  as  such,  he  oan  mamtain  an  action. 

It  is  only  when  the  party  has  possession  or  control  of  tho  property,  that  a  reftiMl 
to  dAliver,  on  demand,  constitutes  evidence  of  a  conversion. 

<Erne  General  Term.  November,  1865. 
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Presenty  Geover,  P. «/.,  Daniex^^  and  Mabtin,  Justices, 
On  March  10, 1863,  Hubbard  executed  and  delivered  to 
the  defendant  a  chattel  mortgage  on  the  property  in  ques- 
tion, as  a  present  and  continuing  security  for  advances  to  be 
be  thereafter  made  by  the  defendant. 

In  1857,  Absalom  Bull  recovered  judgment  against  Hub- 
bard, and  July  7, 1863,  commenced  proceedings  supplemen- 
tary to  the  execution  thereon,  by  the  personal  service  of  an 
order  on  Hubbard ;  which  order  contained  a  clause  restrain- 
ing and  enjoining  Hubbard  from  transferring  or  disposing 
of  any  of  his  property.  During  the  pendency  of  these  pro- 
ceedings, and  previous  to  the  appointment  of  plaintifF  as 
receiver  of  Hubbard's  property,  the  defendant  proceeded  to 
sell  the  property  on  his  mortgage,  and  purchased  it  himself, 
and  resold  it  to  Hubbard's  Tnfe.  After  plaintiff's  appoint- 
ment  he  demanded  the  return  of  the  property,  which  was 
refused,  and  this  action  was  brought  for  the  conversion 
thereof.  The  action  was  tried  before  a  referee,  who  reported 
that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  by  defendant  his  mortgage  had 
not  been  paid,  and  dismissed  the  complaint,  and  plaintiff 
appealed.  The  legal  question  involved  was,  as  to  the  time 
when  the  judgment  creditor  obtains  a  lien  on  the  debtor's 
property  by  the  proceedings  supplementary  to  the  execution. 

Geo.  W.  CoTHRAN,/ar  a^ppSlatd. 

I.  Upon  recording  the  order  appointing  plaintiff  receiver 
of  Hubbard's  property,  he  became  vested  with  the  property 
in  question  as  of  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  pro^ 
ceeding  in  which  he  wa^  appointed. 

It  is  provided  by  section  298  of  the  Code,  that  the  order 
appointing  a  receiver  in  supplementary  proceedings,  shallbe 
recorded,  and  that  the  receiver ''  shall  be  vested  with  the 
property  and  effects  of  the  judgment  debtor  from  the  time 
of  the  filing  and  recording  the  order." 

The  same  section  also  provides  that  when  the  order  requbv 
ing  the  debtor  to  appear  and  answer  concerning  his  property 
is  granted,  "  the  judge  may,  by  order,  forbid  a  transfer  or 


\ 
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the  legislatnre  of  this  state  referred  to,  and  the  pnrohaae  bj 
the  Umted  States. 

This  mere  possibility  depended  np43n  law,  and  was  within 
the  power  of  the  legislature. 

The  act  gave  the  consent  of  the  state  that  the  lands  m^ht 
be  purchased  by  the  United  States  for  the  creation  thereon 
of  a  cnstom  hoose,  post-office,  £o.,  and  enacted  that  "the 
said  United  States  may  hare,  hold,  ose,  oocnpy  and  own  the 
said  lands  when  pnrchased." 

The  United  States  purchased  them  of  the  persons  ownii^ 
the  fee,  and  representing  every  interest  in  them  (Moore  agt. 
Mayor  of  New  Yprk,  4  Sdd.  110). 

Having  arrived  at  the  oonclosion  that  the  complaint  mnst 
he  dismissed  upon  the  gronnd  that  the  conrts  of  the  state 
have  no  jurisdiction  over  the  lands  in  question,  it  is  not 
necessuy  to  determine  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  dower  in 
said  lands ;  or  whether  the  defendants  are  ocenpants  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statnte  prescribing  against  whom  qeet- 
ment  must  be  brought. 

The  complaint  is  dismissed. 


SUPREME  COURT. 

HiLLAfiD  P.  FnjiHORB  as  receiver  of,  Ac,  of  Ohaklkb  J.  Hdb- 
BASD,  appellant  Stg^  C)nKma.Tn»  M.  Horton.  ramimdetti. 

A  reefer  appomted  in  tvpf 

to  the  propBrty  of  the  ]iid 

Hii  title  does  not  reUte  tn 

in  these  prooeedinga,  upoi 
Where  a  oredllor  bj  a  bom 

meat  debtor,  upon  the  moi 

to  the  appointment  o[  a  n 

piopert}',  Buch  mortgage  g 

aa  againet  the  lec^Tsr,  for 
-tt  ia  onlr  when  the  party  ha< 

to  daUTer,  on  domand,  coi 

^Shne  Oeaerol  Term 


r 


NEW  YOKE  PRAOTKIB  BEPOBTS.  425 

FiDinore  agt.  Hortom.  « 

Presenty  Gboyer,  P.  J.,  Daniei^  and  Mabtin,  Justices. 
On  March  10, 1863,  Hubbard  executed  and  delivered  to 
the  defendant  a  chattel  mort^ac^e  on  the  property  in  ques- 

be  thereafter  made  by  the  defendant. 

In  1857,  Absalom  Bull  recovered  judgment  against  Hub- 
bard, and  July  7, 1863,  commenced  proceedings  supplemen- 
tary to  the  execution  thereon,  by  the  personal  service  of  an 
order  on  Hubbard ;  which  order  contained  a  clause  restrain- 
ing and  enjoining  Hubbard  from  transferring  or  disposing 
of  any  of  his  property.  During  the  pendency  of  these  pro- 
ceedings, and  previous  to  the  appointment  of  plaintiff  as 
receiver  of  Hubbard's  property,  the  defendant  proceeded  to 
sell  the  property  on  his  mortgage,  and  purchased  it  himself, 
and  resold  it  to  Hubbard's  wife.  After  plaintiff's  appoint- 
ment he  demanded  the  return  of  the  property,  which  was 
refused,  and  this  action  was  brought  for  the  conversion 
thereof.  The  action  was  tried  before  a  referee,  who  reported 
that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  by  defendant  his  mortgage  had 
not  been  paid,  and  dismissed  the  complaint,  and  plaintiff 
appealed.  The  legal  question  involved  was,  as  to  the  time 
when  the  judgment  creditor  obtains  a  lien  on  the  debtor's 
property  by  the  proceedings  supplementary  to  the  execution. 

Geo.  W.  OoTHRAN,/or  app^ant. 

I.  Upon  recording  tiie  order  appomting  plaintiff  receiver 
of  Hubbard's  property,  he  became  vested  with  the  property 
in  question  as  of  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  pro- 
ceeding in  which  he  was  appointed. 

It  is  provided  by  section  298  of  the  Oode,  that  the  order 
appoiating  a  receiver  in  supplementary  proceedings,  shall  be 
recorded,  and  that  the  receiver  "  shall  be  vested  with  the 
property  and  effects  of  the  judgment  debtor  from  the  time 
of  the  filing  and  recording  the  order." 

The  same  section  also  provides  that  when  the  order  requir- 
ing the  debtor  to  appear  and  answer  concerning  his  property 
is  granted,  "  the  judge  may,  by  order,  forbid  a  transfer  or 


426       ^^^  YOBE  FBACniGE  KEPOBTS. 

Fillmore  agt.  Horton. 

other  disposition  of  the  property  of  the  judgment  debtor." 
That  was  done  in  this  case. 

Prior  to  the  amendment  of  1862,  the  receiver  succeeded  to 
the  debtor's  rights  of  property  on  filing  his  bond.  The 
amendment  simply  provides  for  recording  the  order  of 
appointment,  and  that  the  receiver  shall  become  vested  from 
that  time.  Bequiring  such  orders  to  be  recorded,  was  for 
the  benefit  of  other  creditors,  to  famish  record  evidence  of 
what  proceedings  had  been  taken  against  the  debtor.  The 
effect  of  the  restraining  clause  is  left  untouched  by  the 
amendment. 

What  force  and  effect  are  to  be  given  to  that  clause  autho- 
rizing the  judge  to  enjoin  a  debtor  from  making  any  dispo- 
sition of  his  property?  Although  this  question  has  been 
inddently  before  the  courts,  yet  it  has  never,  in  any  reported 
case,  received  that  consideration  to  which  its  importance 
entitles  it. 

Unless  Uie  receiver,  upon  his  appointment,  and  recordmg 
the  order  appointing  ,him,  becomes  '*  vested  '*  with  all  the 
property  that  the  judgment  debtor  had  at  the  time  of  the  ser^ 
vice  of  the  restraining  order  on  him,  then  the  whole  proceed- 
ings supplementary  to  the  execution  are  a  failure.  To  hold 
that  the  receiver  simply  becomes  "  vested  "  with  what  the 
debtor  has  at  the  time  of  recording  the  order  of  appointment, 
is  to  nullify  the  clause  in  question,  and  to  permit  debtor's  to 
deal  with  their  property  as  they  choose,  intermediate  the 
service  of  the  order  and  the  appointment  of  the  Receiver. 

The  judgment  creditor  acquires  a  lien  upon  his  debtor's 
property  by  the  service  of  the  order,  which  Ken  ripens  into 
a  perfect  power  of  alienation,  by  the  subsequent^  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver  {Edmjcmsiofa  agt.  McLeod,  16  N.  Y.  B» 
643,  544). 

In  this  case  the  court  say,  **  by  the  commencement  of  the 
proceedings  supplementary  to  execution  against  his  judg- 
ment debtor,  the  plaintiff  acquired  an  inchoate  lien  upon  his 
interest,  whatever  that  may  have  been,  in  the  lot  purchased 
of  Woods.  But  to  perfect  this  lien  and  secure  the  benefit 
of  his  proceedings,  it  was  necessary  that  he  should  obtain 
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an  order  under  the  297  section  of  the  Code,  directing  the 
property  of  his  debtor  to  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  his 
judgment,  and  also  procure  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
to  carry  that  order  into  effect.  Such  orders  would  have  the 
effect  to  divest  the  debtor  of  his  interest  in  the  property,  and 
to  vest  it  in  the  receiver  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff." 

In  this  case  it  was  unnecessary  to  have  procured  an  order 
under  §  297,  because  there  were  conflicting  claims  to  the 
property,  and  that  section  relates  solely  to  property  which 
is  undisputedly  the  debtor's.  The  case  in  the  court  of 
appeals  properly  came  within  §  297. 

If  the  service  of  the  order  did  not  create  any  lien  upon  the 
debtor's  property,  what  possible  benefit  could  a  creditor 
acquire  by  virtue  of  these  proceedings  ?  It  certainly  sus- 
pended the  debtor's  power  of  disposing  of  his  property,  and 
the  property  became  subject  to  the  power  and  authority  of 
the  court.  The  law  appropricUed  this  property  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  judgment  sought  to  be  enforced.  By  this  I 
mean  to  the  extent  of  the  debtor's  interest.  Third  parties 
rights,  of  course,  must  be  respected. 

This  being  a  proceeding  in  an  action  based  upon  a  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  and  in  aid  of  the  legal  execution,  insti- 
tuted for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  judgment,  the  service 
of  the  order  in  legal  effect  amounts  to  an  equitable  levy. 
The  proceeding  is  only  available  where  the  legal  execution 
is  ineffectual.  Its  purpose  and  object  are  to  reach  and  ren- 
der applicable  to  the  satisfaction  of  a  judgment,  rights  of 
property  and  equitable  interests,  which  are  not  subject  to 
levy  and  sale  on  an  execution.  The  levy  of  an  execution 
creates  a  lien  upon  property.  This  proceeding  being  in 
effect  an  equitable  execution,  the  service  of  the  order  creates 
a  similar  lien  upon  the  debtor's  equitable  interests  that  the 
levy  of  an  execution  at  law  does  upon  property,  and  the 
rights  thus  acquired  are  lost  by  abandonment  in  the  same 
manner. 

If  I  am  correct  in  my  position  that  the  creditor  does  thus 
acquire  a  specific  lien  upon  the  debtor's  property,  then  the 
conclusion  inevitably  follows  that  the  receiver,  upon  his 
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appointment^  being  the  mere  officer  of  the  court  to  enforce 
the  lien  thus  acquired,  becomes  vested  with  the  property  of 
the  debtor  as  it  was  at  the  time  this  lien  was  acquired.  He 
certainly  could  not  become  vested  prior  to  his  legal  exist* 
ence.  The  Code  says,  he  shall  become  vested  from  the  time 
of  recording  the  order  of  his  appointment.  While  this  is  true, 
there  is  nothing  in  that  provision  mconsitent  with  his  then 
becoming  vested,  by  operation  of  law,  with  all  the  debtor's 
rights  of  property  tiiat  existed  when  the  proceedings  were 
commenced.  How  else  shall  this  lien  be  enforced?  The 
property  of  the  debtor  from  that  time  having  been  in  the 
custody  of  the  court,  the  debtor  havincf  been  restrained  fix)m 
disposigof  it.  does  not  the  W  plL  ftis  p«,perl7into 
the  hands  of  its  receiver  just  as  it  was  when  levied  upon  by 
the  service  of  the  order?  The  receiver's  rights  do  relate 
back  to  that  time.  (2  N.  Y.  Pr.  106 ;  BuUer  agi  TaUia,  5 
SaTidf.  610 ;  3  Boaw.  550.) 

There  has  been  some  criticism  upon  RuMer  agt.  ToBia^  but 
without  foundation,  for  the  reason  that  the  cases  all  arose 
under  §  244  as  to  the  appointment  of  receiver's  as  a  provi- 
sional remedy.  There  is  a  wide  difference  between  the  levy 
of  an  equitable  execution,  based  upon  a  judgment,  and  the 
notice  of  a  motion  for  the  appointinent  of  a  receiver  in  an 
action  just  instituted,  while  it  is  held  that  in  the  latter  class 
of  cases  the  receiver  acquires  no  lien  until  his  actual  appoint- 
ment as  against  irdervening  jvdment  creditors.  {Butter  agt. 
TalUa  is  cited  with  approval;  Van  Alstine  agt.  Cook,  25  Ni 
Z  489,  496.)  In  that  case,  intermediate  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver,  and  his  actaal  acceptance  of  the  trust  and  filing 
his  bond,  a  judgment  creditor  caused  an  execution?  to  be 
levied  upon  the  partnership  property,  and  the  question  was 
who  should  have  the  proceeds  of  the  property — ^the  receiver 
or  the  sheriff?  The  court  held  that,  as  against  the  execu- 
tion creditor,  who  was  proceeding  in  a  legal  manner,  and 
who  had  acquired  the  first  specific  lien,  he  was  first  entitied 
to  his  pay.  It  will  be  observed  that  this  exception  is  in  behalf 
of  an  eocectdion  creditor ,  not  in  favor  of  a  purchaser  witii 
notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  proceedings,  nor  a  person 
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attemptmg  to  acquire  title  under  an  authority  conferred  by 
the  restrained  debtor,  to  wit,  a  defunct  chattel  mortgage. 

The  well  settled  rule  in  chancery  was,  "  the  receiver  is,  as 
between  the  parties  to  the  suit,  to  be  considered  as  appointed 
from  the  date  of  the  order  of  reference  to  the  master  "  (Fair* 
fidi  agt.  Westeruy  2  Simom  &  Stvari  Ch.  B.  96). 

The  order  of  reference  in  this  case  was  dated  July  7, 1863. 
Therefore,  I  insist,  that  as  between  the  receiver  and  Hub- 
bard, the  receiver,^ on  his  c^pointment,  succeeded  to  all 
Hubbard's  rights  of  property  as  they  existed  when  the  order 
was  served,  which  was  July  7, 1863. 

9  for  the  respondent. 


By  the  courty  Gboveb,  J.  The  plaintiff  did  not  acquire  the 
legal  title  to  the  property  of  Hubbard,  the  judgment  debtor, 
until  he  was  appointed  receiver  in  the  supplementary  pro- 
ceedings. This  has  been  so  decided  by  the  court  of  appeals 
in  a  case  not  yet  reported.  The  sale  of  the  property  by  the 
defendant,  upon  the  mortgage,  was  prior  to  that,  as  also  his 
sale  to  Mrs.  Hubbard.  These  sales  cannot,  therefore,  con- 
stitute a  conversion  of  the  property  as  against  the  plaintiff, 
for  which,  as  such,  he  can  maintain  an  action. 

By  the  appointment  of  the  plaintiff  as  receiver,  not  only 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  debtor  vested  in  the  plaintiff, 
but  also  his  choses  in  action.  It  follows  that  if  the  defend- 
ant had  converted  Hubbard's  property  prior  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  plaintiff,  the  right  of  action  would  have  vested 
in  the  plaintiff,  and  he  could  have  maintained  an  action 
therefor. 

It  would,  perhaps,  be  a  sufficient  answer  to  any  claim  of 
the  plaintiff  founded  upon  this  ground,  that  the  plaintiff  has 
not,  in  his  complaint,  counted  upon  any  such  cause  of  action. 
It  is  true,  that  if  the  sales  upon  the  mortgage  and  by  the 
defendant  to  Mrs.  Hubbard,  were  mere  shams,  so  as  not  to 
transfer  any  title  to  the  property  as  between  the  parties,  but 
leave  it  remaining  in  the  defendant,  then  the  refusal  to 
deliver  the  property  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  upon 
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demand,  after  the  appointment  of  the  plaintiff  as  receiver, 
would  be  sufficient  proof  of  a  conversion  of  the  plaintiff's 
property.  But  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  sale 
from  the  defendant  to  Mrs.  Hubbard  was  not  a  valid  one 
between  the  parties,  was  given.  The  defendant  had  not 
only  sold  the  property,  but  delivered  it  to  the  purchaser,  and 
completely  divested  himself  of  possession  before  the  demand 
was  made.  Under  this  state  of  facts,  the  neglect  or  refusal 
of  the  defendant  to  deliver  the  property  on  demand,  was  no 
evidence  of  a  conversion.  It  is  only  when  a  party  has  the 
possession  or  control  of  property  iliat  a  refusal  to  deliver 
upon  demand  constitutes  such  evidence. 

Whether  the  objection  was  taken  upon  the  trial  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover  for  a  conversion  of  the  property 
while  the  title  was  in  Hubbard,  does  not  appear  in  the  case. 
From  the  opinion  of  the  learned  referee,  it  appears  that  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  upon  that  ground  was  con- 
sidered by  him.  The  question  whether  there  had  been  a 
conversion  as  against  Hubbard,  depended  upon  the  question 
whether  there  was  anything  due  upon  the  mortgage  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  of  the  personal  property  made  by  virtue  of 
it  by  the  defendant  This  question  has  been  fully  discussed 
by  the  referee,  and  I  think  his  conclusion  thereon  correct. 
This  being  so,  there  is  no  xeason  to  reveree  the  judgment 

It  should,  therefore,  be  affirmed  with  costs. 


•♦• 


BUFFALO  SUPERIOE  COURT 

AT^TtAHAif  J.  Heineman  agt.  The  Grand  Trunk  Bailway 

Company  of  Canada. 

BaHroad  oorporaUonSf  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  property,  are  subject  to 
the  absolute  responsibility,  which  by  the  common  Uw,  rests  upon  common  car- 
riers ;  they  are,  except  as  against  loss  or  injury  occasioned  by  the  act  of  God, 
or  of  a  public  enemy,  inmrers  of  the  safe  transportation  and  delivery  of  the 
property  intrusted  to  them  for  carriage. 

Oommum  carriers  cannot,  by  oontracty  shield  themselves  firom  liability  for  their  own 
Itaud,  or  their  own  wilUtd  act  or  negligence ;  but  they  may  contract  against 
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liability  for  that  low  degree  of  negligence  or  wont  of  care  on  their  part  which  ia 
not  equivalent  to  willftil  or  wanton  neglect  of  duty  or  reokleeaneas. 

Obmmon  carriers  may  also  by  spedai  contract  relieye  themselyes  from  all  respon- 
sibility for  injury  to  or  loss  of  the  property  intrusted  to  them  for  carriage,  occa- 
sioned by  the  negUgenoe^  mMcondudf  fraud  crftiony  of  their  employees  or  ser^ 
vanls. 

Where  the  plaintiff  signed  a  special  contract  made  by  the  defendants  as  common 
carriers,  in  which  was  a  danse  that  "  the  owner  of  the  within  mentioned  ani- 
mals undertakes  all  risk  of -loss,  injury,  damage  and  other  contingencies,  in 
loading,  unloading,  oonyeyance  and  otherwise,"  and  by  which  contract  the 
defendants  undertook  to  transport  for  the  plaintiff  from  Stratford,  in  Canada 
West,  to  Bufhlo,  in  this  State,  a  car  load  of  horses,  and,  as  the  plaintiff  alleged, 
the  defendants  carelessly,  negligently,  wrongfolly  and  willfully,  run  the  car 
containing  the  horses  on  to  a  side  track  of  its  road,  and  kept  them  locked  up 
Ibr  four  days  and  nights  without  food  or  drink,  and  by  its  agents  refused  to  per- 
mit them  to  be  unloaded  so  that  they  could  be  fed— it  being  impossible  to  feed 
them  in  the  car ;  by  reason  whereof  the  horses  were  nearly  starred  to  death 
and  thereby  rendered  comparatiyely  yalueless. 

iTeld,  that  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendants  for  damages  by  reason 
of  such  negligent,  wrongfhl  and  willful  acts,  could  not  be  sustained.  The 
pluntiff  was  properly  non-suiled  (Ysbflavos,  J,  dissenting). 


Argued  June  Oeneral  Term^  1866,  and  decided  September 
4,  1866, 

Before  VERMiANOK,  P.  J.,  Hasten  and  Clinton,  Justices. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  injuries 
sustained  by  a  car  load  of  horses  while  being  transported  by 
the  defendant  for  the  plaintiff  from  Stratford,  in  Canada 
West,  to  Buffalo,  in  this  state,  under  a  special  agreement. 
It  is  charged  in  the  complaint  that  the  defendant "  carelessly, 
negligently,  wrongfully  and  willfully,"  run  the  car  containing 
the  horses  in  question  on  to  a  side  track  of  its  road,  and 
kept  them  locked  up  for  four  days  and  nights  without  food 
or  drink,  and  by  its  station  agent  (no  other  person  repre- 
senting the  company  being  present),  refused  to  permit  them 
to  be  unloaded  so  that  they  could  be  fed,  it  being  impossible 
to  feed  them  while  in  the  car. 

On  the  trial,  the  defendants'  incorporation  was  admitted, 
and  that  it  was  engaged  in  transporting  live  stock  from 
Stratford,  C.  W.,  to  BufffiJo.  The  plaintiff  proved  and  put 
in  evidence  the  contract  under  which  the  horses  were  shipped, 
which  is  as  follows : 


424  ^^^^  TORE  FEAOnOE  KEPOBTa 

Ffllmoro  t^,  Hoitoii* 

the  legislature  of  ibis  state  referred  to,  and  the  purchase  by 
the  United  States. 

This  mere  possibiUfy  depended  upon  law,  and  was  within 
the  power  of  the  legidature. 

The  act  gave  the  consent  of  the  state  that  the  lands  might 
be  purchased  by  the  United  States  for  the  erection  thereon 
of  a  custom  house,  po8t-o£Sce,  &c.,  and  enacted  that  ^  the 
said  United  States  may  have,  hold,  use,  occupy  and  own  the 
said  lands  when  purchased." 

The  United  States  purchased  them  of  the  persons  owning 
the  fee,  and  representing  every  interest  in  them  (Moore  agt. 
Mayor  of  New  Tprk,  4  Sdd.  110). 

Having  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  complaint  must 
be  dismissed  upon  the  ground  that  the  courts  of  the  state 
have  no  jurisdiction  over  the  lands  in  question,  it  is  not 
necessajy  to  determine  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  dower  in 
said  lands  ;  or  whether  the  defendants  are  occupants  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  prescribing  against  whom  ejeci- 
ment  must  be  brought. 

The  complaint  is  dismissed. 


-»4^ 


SUPREME  COURT. 

MiLLABD  P.  FnxMORB  as  receiver  of,  &c.,  of  Chables  J.  Hub- 
BABD,  appellant  agt.  CoBNELnTS  M.  Hobton,  reypoTident. 

A  receiver  appointed  in  eitppiementary  proceedings,  doea  not  acquire  the  legal  UOm 
to  the  property  of  the  indgment  debtor  until  his  appomtmenlt  as  mwk  reoemer. 
His  title  does  not  reUte  badk  io  the  time  of  the  seroioe  qf  the  reetraining  order 
in  these  proceedings^  upon  the  Judgment  debtor. 

l¥here  a  creditor  by  a  bona  fide  cJiattd  mortgage,  sells  the  property  of  the  Judg- 
ment debtor,  upon  the  mortgage,  and  deliToni  possession  to  the  purchaser,  prior 
to  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  in  supplementary  proceedings  of  the  debtor's 
property,  such  mortgage  sale  does  not  constitute  9  oonoerHion  if  the  property 
as  against  the  reoeiyer,  for  which,  as  such,  he  can  mamtain  an  aotfon. 

It  is  only  when  the  party  has  possession  or  control  of  tho  property,  that  a  xeftaMl 
to  daliyer,  on  demand,  constitutes  evidence  of  a  converaion. 

ciEWe  General  Term.  November,  1865. 
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Fillmore  agt.  Horton.  % 

Present  y  Gboteb,  P.  J.^  Daioels  avd  Makvin,  Justices, 
On  March  10, 1863,  Hubbard  executed  and  delivered  to 
the  defendant  a  chattel  mortgage  on  the  property  in  ques- 
tion, as  a  present  and  continuing  security  for  advances  to  be 
be  thereafter  made  by  the  defendant. 

In  1857,  Absalom  Bull  recovered  judgment  against  Hub- 
bard, and  July  7, 1863,  commenced  proceedings  supplemen- 
tary to  the  execution  thereon,  by  the  personal  service  of  an 
order  on  Hubbard ;  which  order  contained  a  clause  restrain- 
ing  and  enjoining  Hubbard  from  transferring  or  disposing 
of  any  of  his  property.  During  the  pendency  of  these  pro- 
ceedings, and  previous  to  the  appointment  of  plaintijBT  as 
receiver  of  Hubbard's  property,  the  defendant  proceeded  to 
sell  the  property  on  his  mortgage,  and  purchased  it  himself, 
and  resold  it  to  Hubbard's  wife.  After  plaintiff's  appoint- 
ment he  demanded  the  return  of  the  property,  which  was 
refused,  and  this  action  was  brought  for  the  conversion 
thereof.  The  action  was  tried  before  a  referee,  who  reported 
that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  by  defendant  his  mortgage  had 
not  been  paid,  and  dismissed  the  complaint,  and  plaintiffi 
appealed.  The  legal  question  involved  was,  as  to  the  time 
when  the  judgment  creditor  obtains  a  lien  on  the  debtor's 
property  by  the  proceedings  supplementary  to  the  execution. 

Geo.  W.  CoTHBAN,/ar  app^Oa/nJt. 

I.  Upon  recording  the  order  appointing  plaintiff  receiver 
of  Hubbard's  property,  he  became  vested  with  the  property 
in  question  as  of  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  pro- 
ceeding in  which  he  was  appointed. 

It  is  provided  by  section  298  of  the  Oode,  that  the  order 
appointing  a  receiver  in  supplementary  proceedings,  shaJl  be 
recorded,  and  that  the  receiver ''  shall  be  vested  with  the 
property  and  effects  of  the  judgment  debtor  from  the  time 
of  the  filing  and  recording  the  order." 

The  same  section  also  provides  that  when  the  order  requip- 
ins  the  debtor  to  appear  and  answer  conceminff  his  property 
^granted,  « lie  jn^e  may.  by  order,  forbid  a  i^LLZ 
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being  detached  from  the  stock  cars,  was  hitched,  and  pro- 
ceeded to  Buffalo,  leaving  the  cars  laden  with  live  stock, 
including  the  car  containing  plaintiff 's  horses,  standing  upon 
the  switch  or  side  track,  at  Brantford  aforesaid,  until  between 
10  and  11  o'clock  on  the  morning  of  the  18th  March,  when 
the  cars  laden  with  stock,  including  the  car  containing  plain- 
tiff's  horses,  were  sent  by  defendant  to  Buffalo,  arriving  at 
that  place  on  the  19th  day  of  March,  about  noon,  when 
defendant  delivered  said  horses  to  plaintiff— they  having 
been  without  food  or  drink  smce  they  were  loaded  at  Strat- 
ford aforesaid. 

That  while  said  car,  containing  plaintiff  *s  horses,  remained 
standing  on  the  side  track  at  Brantford,  and  soon  after  the 
arrival  of  the  train  from  Stratford,  all  the  employees  of 
defendant,  who  had  been  connected  with  this  train  departed, 
none  of  them  remaining  in  charge  of  the  live  stock,  except 
that  there  remained  at  Brantford  a  local  yard  master,  and  a 
local  station  agent,  employees  of  defendant. 

That  other  trains  afterwards  arrived  at  Brantford, 
from  points  west  of  Brantford,  composed  of  cars  loaded  with 
produce,  and  others  loaded  with  live  stock,  all  of  which 
trains,  on  their  arrival,  were  broken  up  by  defendant's 
employees,  and  the  cars  containing  live  stock  were  placed 
on  side  tracks  of  defendant's  road,  while  the  cars  contain- 
ing dead  freight  and  produce,  were  made  up  into  new  trains 
and  sent  on  from  Brantford  to  Buffalo  by  defendant's 
employees.  That  while  the  cars  containing  plaintiff's  horses, 
remained  at  Brantford,  a  large  number  of  trains  loaded  with 
dead  freight  and  produce,  estimated  at  from  ten  to  fifteen 
trains,  came  from  points  west  of  Brantford,  on  defendant's 
road,  and  passed  by  the  car  containing  plaintiff 's  horses  while 
standing  on  the  side  track,  and  went  on  towards  Buffalo. 

That  while  thus  detained  at  Brantford,  plaintiff  frequently, 
on  the  17th  and  18th  days  of  March,  applied  to  the  yard 
master  at  Brantford  aforesaid,  and  to  Mr.  Evans,  the  station 
agent  at  Brantford,  to  have  the  car  containing  plaintiff 's 
horses  unlocked  and  unloaded,  to  the  end  that  the  horses 
oould  be  properly  fed  and  watered,  as  they  could  not  be  fed 
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and  watered  while  in  the  cor,  which  the  said  agents  of 
defendant  declined  to  do,  or  permit  to  be  done. 

That  plaintiff  could  have  no  access  to  his  horses  while 
locked  up  in  the  oar,  and  until  they  were  delivered  in  Buf- 
falo. ' 

That  by  reason  of  being  detained  without  food,  or  drink, 
and  by  and  through  the  gross  and  culpable  negligence  and 
misconduct  of  the  servants  of  the  defendant  having  charge 
of  the  defendant's  trains  and  stations  upon  that  branch  of 
the  defendant's  road,  the  said  horses  were  damaged  to  the 
amount  and  in  the  manner  stated  in  the  complaint^  t.  e. 
i^e€urly  starved  to  death  and  rendered  nearly  valueless. 

The  usual  time  of  running  stock  cars  from  Stratford  to, 
Buffalo  over  defendant's  road,  was  from  24  to  26  hours. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  rested  his  case. 

Defendant's  counsel  moved  the  court  for  a  nonsuit. 

The  court  decided  that  the  liability  of  the  defendant  musl^ 
be  determined  by  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York,  and, 
granted  the  motion,  and  plaintiff's  counsel  duly  excepted. 

And  the  court  directed  the  exceptions  to  be  heard  at  the 
general  term  in  the  first  instance,  and  until  the  hearing  and 
decision  {hereof  that  the  entry  of  judgment  be  stayed. 

Mann  &  Cothban,  attorneys,  and 
Geo.  W-  CoTHfiAN,  counsel  far  plaintiffs. 

I.  The  special  contract  docs  no*  exonerate  ttie  defendaat 
from  damage  to  plaintiff's  horses  occasioned  by  the  negli- 
gence or  misconduct  of  the  defendant's  servants  or  agents. 
( Wells  agL  The  Steam  Navigation  (7a  4  Seld,  375. ;  Potved 
agi  PeuTL  R.  IL  Co.  82  Fa.  State  R.  414 ;  Gddey  agi  Penn. 
RRC0.6  Casey's  Pa.  R.  242,) 

L  The  defeiid,a]it  is  a  common  carrier,  and  may  lawfully 
contract  for  a  restriction  of,  or  exemption  frome  some  of  its 
common  law  liabilities. 

How  far,  and  aa  to  what  particular  fiabilitiea,  has  the 
defendant  relieved  itself  by  the  contract  in  question  ?  which 
is  as  iollows ;  ^  The  owner    *    *    *    undertakes  all  risk  of 


I 
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loss,  injury,  damage  and  other  contingencies,  in  loadings 
unloading,  conveyance  or  otherwise;" 

That  the  plamtiff  never  intended  to  confer  upon  the 
defendant,  and  that  the  defendant  did  not  seek  to  have  the 
right  conferred  upon  it  to  starve  these  horses,  is  manifest 
upon  the  face  of  the  contract.  It  is  apparent  tihat  no  such 
contingency  was  contemplated  by  the  parties. 

Both  parties  were  undoubtedly  aware  that  a  variety  of 
accidents  might,  and  frequently  do  happen,  in  loading, 
unloading  and  conveying  live  stock,  for  which  the  defendant 
would  be  liable  to  respond  in  damages,  such  as  arise  from  the 
accidental  displacement  of  a  rail  in  the  track;  the 
breaking  of  a  car  wheel  and  other  similar  causes  ;  in  other 
words,  the  ordinary  incidents  of  raihoad  conveyance ;  and  it 
was  as  against  injuries  sustained  from  such  causes  that  the 
plaintiff  agreed  to  assume  tiie  risk.  To  hold  that  the  plain- 
tiff assumed  the  risk  of  loss,  injury  or  damage  occasioned 
by  some  extraordinary  event,  clearly  not  contemplated  by 
the  parties  when  the  contract  was  made,  and  that  too  trans- 
piring while  the  horses  were  neither  being  loaded,  conveyed 
or  unloaded,  but  while  standing  on  a  side  track  of  defend- 
ant's road,  is  to  make  a  contract  for  the  parties,  and  not  to 
place  a  construction  upon  the  contract  which  they  have 
made. 

2.  This  clause  relates  solely  to  accidents  and  casualties 
happening  without  the  negligence  or  misconduct  of  the 
defendant  or  its  employees.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  dam- 
ages arising  from  negligence  or  misconduct.  Those  words 
do  not  occur  in  it ;  nor  is  there  a  word  in  it  from  which  it 
can  be  even  inferred  that  the  defendant  has  exonerated  itself 
from  damages  thus  occtnring.  The  plaintiff  has  in  no  way 
waived  his  right  to  ask  the  defendant  to  respond  iu  dantagea 
for  injuries  caused  by  the  negligence  or  misconduct  of 
defendant  or  its  employees. 

The-  contract  itself  furnishes  indubitable  evidence  of  thisi 

The  third  paragraph,  by  which  the  defendant  sought 
exemption  from  liability  to  persons  riding  on  free  passes,  in 
express  terms  exonerates,  the  def^idant  from  responsibfiity 
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for  injuries  occurring  by  means  of  the  "  negligence,  default, 
misconduct  or  otherwise,  on  the  part  of  the  company,  Ac." 
It  is  a  well  understood  principle  in  the  construction  of 
contracts,  that  where  a  party  seeks  exemption  from  liability 
in  reference  to  seyeral  subjects  embraced  within  the  same 
instrument,  and  the  exemption  is  expressly  made  as  to  one 
of  the  subjects,  and  is  omitted  as  to  the  other  subjects,  and 
the  different  subjects  are  entirely  distinct  from  and  indepen- 
dent of  each  other — ^the  fact  that  this  exemption  is  thus 
made  in  one  case,  and  not  in  the  others,  excludes  the  idea 
that  such  exemption  was  sought,  intended  or  made,  as  to  the 
other  subjects. 

If  the  defendant  had  intended  to  have  relieved  itself  from 
liabilities  in  loading,  unloading  and  conveying  these  horses, 
resulting  from  the  same  causes,  particularly  specified  in  the 
tiiird  paragraph,  it  would  have  employed  the  same  or  synony- 
mous terms  in  creating  this  exemption  ;  and  the  fact  that  it 
did  not,  is  conclusive  that  no  such  exemption  was  intended 
or  made.  Why  make  this  express  exemption  in  the  one  case 
and  not  in  the  other,  if  a  distinction  was  not  intended  to  be 
made  between  the  two  cases  ? 

It  is  well  known  that  every  time  one  of  these  contracts 
are  foisted  upon  a  person  by  a  railroad  company,  that  the 
company  is  guilty  of  a  moral  fraud.  These  contracts  are  in 
the  highest  degree  coercive.  The  community,  especially  in 
Canada,  is  at  the  mercy  of  these  corporations.  The  compa- 
nies say  sign  that  contract,  or  we  will  not  take  your  property, 
and  the  party  has  no  other  alternative  but  to  sign  and  take 
the  chances.  Were  he  to  sue  the  company  for  refusing  to 
receive  his  property,  the  company  would  be  ready  with  a 
defense  of  some  kind,  for  whoever  knew  of  an  instance 
where  such  a  company  was  ever  wanting  in  defenses  or  evi- 
dence to  sustain  them. 

It  is  therefore,  the  dut^,  as  we  are  persuaded  it  will  be  the 
pleasure,  of  this  court,  to  construe  this  contract  most  strictly 
against  the  defendant,  that  it  can  consistent  with  the  plain 
import  of  its  terms. 

3.  To  relieve  a  common  carrier  from  its  common  law  lia- 
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bilitieSy  the  exemption  must  be  specific  and  distinct,  and  ^mH 
not  be  implied  from  general  expression?,  which  are  suscep- 
tible of  another  construction.  ( Wells  et  cd.  agt.  The  Steam 
Navigation  Co.  4  SM.  375 ;  Alexander  agt  Greene,  7  HiU, 
533.) 

Wdls  agt.  The  Steam  Navigation  Co,  was  an  action  to 
recover  damages  for  injury  to  the  cargo  of  a  canal  boat  which 
was  sunk  on  the  Hudson  river  while  being  towed  by  the 
defendant's  steamer,  under  a  contract,  by  which  the  boat 
was  to  be  towed  "  at  the  risk  of  the  master  and  owners 
thereof."  The  court,  per  Mason,  J.,  says :  "  In  this 
contract,  nothing  is  said  about  negligence.  The  parties 
undoubtedly  had  reference  to  those  perils  of  navigation 
which  were  not  the  result  of  the  contractor's  own  negligence 
when  they  provided  that  the  boat  should  bo  towed  at  the  risk 
of  the  master  and  owners "  (p.  379),  and  again  (p.  380), 
"  and  is  certainly  much  more  reasonable  to  infer  that  when 
they  declare  that  the  boat  should  be  towed  at  the  risk  of  the 
owners,  they  intended  such  risks  as  were  incident  to  the 
navigation  when  proper  care  and  skill  were  exercised,  rather 
than  risks  to  which  it  might  be  exposed  by  the  negligence 
of  the  persons  in  charge  of  the  steamboat.  *  *  *  As 
there  were  risks  of  the  navigation  to  which  the  special  clause 
in  the  permit  (the  special  contract)  may  naturally  be  applied, 
and  more  consistently  with  honesty  and  fair  dealing  than  if 
extended  to  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  it  is  undoubt- 
edly the  duty  of  the  court  so  to  apply  it.  Such  a  construc- 
tion is  consonent  with  the  probable  intentions  of  the  parties* 
I  think  the  decision  of  the  late  court  of  errors,  in  Alexander 
agt  G^yene  (7  HiU  533),  is  conclupive  upon  this  question." 

While  the  court  of  appeals  in  Wells  agt.  TJie  N.  F.  C.  R. 
R.  Co,  (24  N.  R.  181),  have  declared  that  the  distincidon 
theretofore  made  between  different  degrees  of  negligence  no 
longer  exists,  it  distinctly  affirms  the  doctrine  of  Wells  agt. 
The  Steam  Navigation  Co.  And  consult,  as  to  the  same 
point  (Bissdl  agt.  The  New  York  C  R.  R.  Co.  25  N  Y.  451). 

Would  it  have  enlarged  or  restricted,  or  at  all  affected  the 
defendant's  liability,  in  the  case  quoted  from,  had  the  term 
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^'  all  the  risks "  been  used,  instead  of  ''  at  the  risk  of  the 
master  and  owners  thereof  T\  In  either  case  the  meaning  is 
precisely  the  same ;  the  boat  was  to  be  towed  at  the  owner's 
risL  And  this  case  settles  the  question  that  a  boat  towed, 
or  a  car  load  of  horses  conveyed,  at  the  owner's  risk,  does 
not  affect  the  carrier's  liability  occasioned  by  the  negligence 
of  his  employees. 

The  exemption  in  that  case  was  more  extensive  than  in 
this.  There  the  boat  was  to  be  taken  from  one  end  of  the 
route  to  the  other,  "  at  the  risk  of  the  master  or  owner," 
while  in  this  case  the  owner  simply  '^  undertakes  all  risk  in 
*  »  *  loadiBg.  unloading,  conveyance  or  otherwise." 
This  phrase  "  or  otherwise,"  is  meaningless  {See  WeUs  agt. 
The  N.  Z  a  R.R.  Co.  24  N.  7. 184).  Should  the  court  hold 
that  it  in  any  manner  enlarged  or  qualified  the  defendant's 
HabiUties,  its  signification  is  nevertheless  subordinate  to  and 
controlled  by  the  term  "  risk." 

4.  This  contract  does  not  cover  an  injury  which  occurred 
after  the  horses  were  loaded,  and  while  the  car  containing 
them  was  standing  still  on  a  "  switch  "  of  defendant's  road, 
where  it  was  placed,  not  as  an  ordinary  or  necessary  incident 
to  the  performance  of  the  contract,  but,  as  the  exceptions 
show,  for  the  purpose  of  making  an  unjust  and  unfair  dis- 
crimination in  favor  of  dead  freight,  as  against  live  stock. 
The  conduct  of  the  defendant  as  exhibited  by  the  excep- 
tions— ^and  but  a  portion  of  the  case  appears  in  them — ^is  of 
the  most  gross  and  flagrant  character  conceivable.  And  to 
shield  the  defendant  from  the  consequences  of  this  iniquitious 
misconduct,  it  will  be  necessary  for  the  court  to  hold,  that 
when  the  parties  made  this  contract,  they  intended  that  the 
defendant  might  practice  this  disgraceful  and  outrageous 
cruelty  on  these  horses,  and  not  be  responsible  for  it ;  for  the 
contract  is  to  be  interpreted  by  the  court  as  it  was  under- 
stood and  intended  by  the  parties.  And,  if  the  defendant 
coerced  the  plaintiff  into  a  contract  that  by  means  of  some 
latent  trick,  chicanery,  "  or  otherwise  "  embraced  within  the 
ambiguous  phrase,  "or  other  contingencies,"  by  means 
whereof  an  unconscionable  advantage  has  been  sought,  the 
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court  shoidd  rebuke  such  tmfair  mode  of  procedure,  and 
construe  the  contract  in  the  most  liberal  manner  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff. 

5.  This  contract,  neither  by  express  terms  nor  fair  impli- 
cation, embraces  exemption  from  liability  occasioned  by  the 
misconduct  of  the  defendant  or  its  employees. 

Amplification  to  any  extent,  cannot  make  this  proposition 
stronger  or  more  definite.  It  demands  the  exercise  of  but  a 
modicum  of  common  sense  in  construing  this  contract,  to 
discover  its  force  and  truthfulness.  It  is  quite  unnecessary 
to  appeal  to  adjudications  after  the  explicit  determination  in 
the  case  of  Wells  et  al.  agt.  Steam  Navigation  Company^  that 
this  contract  furnishes  no  immunity  from  liabiKty  created 
by  neghgence,  a  much  less  grade  of  culpability  than  miscon- 
duct. If  the  rule  of  stare  decisis  is  not  obsolete,  it  must 
apply  here. 

BisseU  agt.  The  New  York  G.  R.  B.  Co.  (24  N.  Y.  442), 
JFeZfe  agt.  The  Same  (24  N.  Y.  181),  and  Perkins  agt  The 
Same  (24  N.  Y,  196)  are  all  cases  to  recover  damages  for 
injury  to  persons  riding  on  free  passes,  or  rather  special  con- 
tracts,  whose  language  included  an  exemption  from  liability 
from  whatever  cause.  The  court  held  the  contracts  valid, 
and  that  the  terms  of  the  contracts  relieved  the  company 
from  liability  resulting  from  the  negligence  of  the  company's 
servants.  By  reference  to  the  contracts  in  those  cases,  it 
will  be  seen  that  they  are  very  different  from  that  under 
consideration. 

So  in  Lee  agt.  Marsh  (43  Barb.  102),  the  contract  in  terms 
relieved  the  defendant  from  all  liability  that  was  not  created 
by  willful  neghgence  or  fraud. 

There  is  no  reported  case  that  holds  that  such  a  contract 
as  this  relieves  the  defendant  from  the  consequences  of  the 
misconduct  of  itself  or  of  its  employees.  The  counsel  for 
defendant,  at  the  trial,  relied  much  upon  several  Canadian  imd 
English  authorities.  A  brief  glance  at  them  shows  a  very 
different  state  of  things  from  what  the  counsel  claimed. 

The  only  question  in  Bates  agt.  The  Orea;t  Western  Rail- 
way (1  U.  G.  Law  Journal,  N.  S.  319),  and  which  was  raised 
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by  demurrer,  was  whether  the  company  had  power  to  con- 
tract for  a  restriction  of  its  common  law  liabilities.  The 
court  held  it  had. 

In  Hamilton  agt.  The  Chrand  Trunk  RaUtvay  (23  Q.  B,  U. 
C.  600),  the  court  held  that  the  defendant  might,  by  special 
contract,  relieve  itself  from  the  gross  negligence  of  its  ser- 
vants. 

Spetigve  agt.  Qreai  Western  BaUtvay  (15  U.  0.  Gom.  Pleas 
315),  is  to  the  same  point. 

Sutherland  agt.  The  Same  (7  U.  G.  G.  P.  409),  relates  to 
damages  for  injury  to  passengers,  and  has  nothing  to  do 

In  Woodruff  agt.  TJie  Same  (17  Q.  B.  ),  the  same 

question  was  involved  as  in  Sidherland's  case.  A  special 
contract  was  interposed  as  a  defense,  and  was  demurred  to, 
and  the  validiiy  of  the  contract  sustained. 

O'Borke  agt.  The  Same  (23  Q.  B.  U.  G.  ),  really  Settles 
no  question.  The  plaintiff  in  that  case  stipulated  to  relieve 
the  defendant  from  liability,  "  whether  arising  from  the  neg- 
ligence, default  or  misconduct,  criminal  or  otherwise,  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  or  of  their  servants." 

Van  TcU  agt.  South  Eastern  Bailway  Go.  (104  JK  G.  L. 
186),  decides  that  where  a  person  deposited  a  bag  in  the 
defendant's  cloak  room,  under  a  special  contract,  the  defend- 
ant  received  it  as  ordiiiarj  baUee.  and  not  as  a  common 
carrier. 

Grouch  agt.  The  London  and  NoHhuoestem  BaUway  (78  E, 
(7.  L.  254),  has  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  this  case. 

In  White  agt.  The  Great  Western  Bailway  89  E.  G.  L.  7), 
in  the  language  of  the  court,  '^the  question  is  one  of 
mere  special  pleading." 

Austin  agt.  The  Manchester,  Sheffield  &  lAncdinshire  BaU- 
way (70  E.  G.  L.  453,  S.  G.  11  Eng.  Law  and  Eg.  518), 
instead  of  being  an  authoriiy  for  the  defendant,  it  is  an 
explicit  and  decisive  authority  in  favor  of  our  proposition. 
It  was  an  action  to  recover  for  the  kilting  of  a  horse  while 
being  conveyed  imder  a  special  contract,  as  follows :  "  This 
ticket  is  issued  subject  to  the  owner's  undertaking  to  bear 
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all  the  risk  of  injury  by  oonyeyance  and  other  contingencies  ; 
and  the  owner  is  required  to  see  to  the  efficiency  of  the  car- 
riage, before  he  allows  his  horses  or  live  stock  to  be  placed 
therein ;  the  charge  being  for  the  use  of  the  railway,  car- 
riages and  locomotive  power  only,  the  company  will  not  be 
responsible  for  any  alleged  defects  in  their  carriages  or 
trucks,  unless  complaint  be  made  at  the  time  of  booking,  or 
before  the  train  leaves  the  station;  nor  for  any  damage, 
however  caused,  to  horses,  cattle  or  live  stock,  of  any 
description,  traveling  upon  their  railway,  or  in  their  vehicles." 

The  horse  was  killed  by  reason  of  the  servants  in  charge 
of  the  train,  neglecting  to  properly  grease  one  of  the  axles, 
which  took  fire  and  the  wheel  broke.  Plaintiff  had  a  ver- 
dict, and  on  motion  to  arrest  the  judgment,  the  court,  per 
Chesswell,  J.  said  (p.  473) :  "  The  question  to  be  considered 
then  is,  what  was  the  true  nature  of  the  contract  entered 
into  between  the  parties  in  this  case  ?  The  ticket,  which 
contains  the  terms  of  the  contract,  was  issued  "  subject  to 
the  owner's  undertaking  to  bear  all  the  risk  of  injury  by 
conveyance  or  other  contingencies."  If  this  had  been  the 
only  passage  applicable  to  the  risks  to  be  borne  by  the  own- 
ers, it  naight  have  been  contended,  on  their  behalf,  that  it 
did  not  extend  beyond  injuries  sustained  by  reason  of  a 
journey  by  railway  simply,  or  by  means  of  some  accident ; 
and  that  it  would  not  protect  the  carriers  from  the  conse- 
quences of  negligence  on  the  part  of  themselves  or  their 
servants.  But  the  ticket  further  states  that  "  the  company 
will  not  be  responsible  for  any  damages  however  caused,  to 
horses,  &c.,"  and  the  court  held  that  the  accident  by  means 
of  which  the  horse  was  killed,  was  covered  by  the  express 
terms  of  the  contract ;  and  arrested  the  judgment. 

After  conceding  the  power  in  the  defendant  to  limit  its 
liability  by  contract,  it  is  impossible  to  see  why  the  contract 
did  not  relieve  the  defendant  in  that  case.  But  just  compare 
that  contract  with  the  one  imder  consideration  in  this  case. 

The  first  clause  inthat  contract  is  substantially  the  same 
as  the  clause  in  question;  and  the  court  very  pointedly 
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detenmned  that  it  appHed  merely  to  the  ordinary  incidents 
of  railway  conveyance. 

The  court,  however,  went  fnrther  and  said,  "  but  there  is 
nothing  in  this  declaration  amounting  to  a  charge  of  misfea- 
ance  or  renunciation  of  the  character  in  which  the  defend- 
ants received  the  goods.*'  *  *  *  The  question,  therefore, 
stiU  turns  upon  the  contract,  which'  in  express  terms  exempts 
the  company  from  responsibiKty  for  damages,  however 
caused,  to  horses,  &c.  In  the  largest  sense,  these  words 
might  exonerate  the  company  from  responsibility,  even  for 
damage  done  willfully,  a  sense  in  which  it  was  not  contended 
that  they  were  used  in  this  contract." 

The  court  plainly  intimates  that  the  contract  would  not 
have  exempted  the  defendant  from  misfeasance,  had  that 
issue  been  made  by  the  pleadings.  That  issue  is  joined  in 
tiiis  action. 

And  this  is  the  leading  case,  settling  the  law  of  Canada, 
as  was  claimed  by  the  defendant's  witnesses  and  counsel  on 
the  trial. 

But  it  is  unnecessary  to  pursue  the  argument  further. 
While  common  carriers  may  reUeve  themselves  from  the  con- 
sequences  of  the  negligence  or  misconduct  of  their  servants, 
the  defendant  has  utterly  failed  to  secure  such  exemption  by 
this  contract. 

n.  A  railroad  corporation  cannot,  by  contract,  exempt 
iteelf  from  KabiHiy  for  damage  resultinlfrom  its  o^m  mL 
conduct  or  recklessness,  which  is  eiquivalent  thereto.  {Per- 
Una  agt.  The  N.  Y.  G.  B..B.  Co.  24  N.  7. 196 ;  Bisaea  agt. 
TJie  N.  T.  a  B.  B.  Go.  25  N.  Y.  446.) 

In  these  cases  it  is  recognized  as  the  law  that  a  raihx)ad 
company  may  relieve  itself  from  liability  occasioned  by  tixe 
misconduct  or  negligence  of  its  subordinate  servants  or 
agents,  the  question  being  yet  unsettled  what  servants  or 
agents,  if  any,  are  to  be  regarded  as  so  directly  representbig 
the  company,  that  such  a  contract  may  not  be  made. 

This  case  is  relieved  from  any  embarrassment  in  that 
respect.    The  contract  under  which  the  defendant  dadms 
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exemption  from  its  common  law  liabilities  was  made  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  by  a  ^'  station  agent." 

After  the  horses  had  atiived  at  Brantf ord,  all  the  employees 
of  defendant  who  had  charge  of  the  train  in  which  these 
horses  were  conyeyed  departed^  leaving  the  defendant's  sta- 
tion agent  and  yard  master,  at  Brantford,  the  only  persons 
in  charge  of  the  defendant's  property  at  that  station. 

To  tiiese  parties  plaintiff  applied  to  have  his  horses 
unloaded,  or  for  permission  to  unload  them  himself,  in  order 
that  they  might  be  fed  and  cared  for,  as  they  could  not  be 
fed  while  in  tiie  car,  but  both  station  agent  and  yard  master 
refused  to  unload  them,  or  to  permit  them  to  be  unloaded* 
The  injury  complained  of  was  the  result  of  this  refusal. 

Ha"  station  agent "  so  nearly  represented  the  company 
as  to  bind  it  by  his  contracts,  as  it  is  conceded  he  could  and 
did  do  in  this  case,  why  did  not  the ''  station  agent "  at  Brant- 
ford have  equal  power  to  bind  the  defendant  by  his  refusal 
to  permit  these  horses  to  be  fed  and  nourished  ? 

The  common  law,  iudependent  of  any  statute,  imposes 
upon  the  defendant  the  duty  to  keep  some  competent  person, 
in  charge  of  all  property  intrusted  to  its  care  for  transpor- 
tation; and  in  the  absence  of  the  parties  immediately  in 
charge  of  the  train,  the  "  station  agent  being  the  principal 
employee  of  defendant  present,  had  charge  of  all  the  com- 
pany's property  at  that  station. 

The  same  power  that  made  the  contract  was  evoked  to 
save  these  horses  from  injury.  If  the  defendant's  counsel 
desires  to  take  the  position  that  the  acts  of  a  station  agent 
do  not  bind  the  company,  we  will  agree  with  him  and  pro- 
nounce the  contract  void,  and  ask  the  defendant  to  respond 
on  its  common  law  liabilities.  And  if  he  takes  the  ground 
that  the  station  agent  has  the  power  to  bind  the  company, 
we  will  agree  with  him  again,  and  ask  the  defendant  to  pay 
the  damages  occasioned  by  the  misconduct  of  the  station 
agent.    Which  horn  of  the  dilemma  will  the  counsel  take  ? 

in.  The  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York  control  the  con- 
struction, interpretation  and  validity  of  this  contract.  It 
was  in  this  state  where  the  contract  was  to  be  performed 
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{Jewell  agt.  WrigM,  27  How.  Pr.  B.  481,  and  cases  cited  in 
brief  of  appeUarifs  counsel). 

The  law  on  this  point,  is  no  longer  open  for  discussion  in 
this  state. 

The  conveyance  of  the  horses  over  the  defendants  road 
was  a  mere  incident  to  the  performance  of  the  contract  which 
consisted  in  the  deKvery  of  the  horses  in  Buffalo  to  the 
plaintiff. 

But  we  have  shown  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
under  the  laws  of  England,  of  Canada,  as  well  as  under  the 
laws  of  this  state.  There  is  no  real  difference  in  the  prin- 
ciples enimciated  by  the  authorities  in  the  different  coun- 
tries, the  sworn  opinions  of  several  of  our  professional 
Canadian  brethren  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

lY.  The  nonsuit  should  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial 
ordered,  costs  to  abide  event. 

Sprague  and  FiLLMOEEy/or  defeTtdani* 

I.  By  the  law  of  England,  Canada,  and  of  the  state  of 
New  York,  a  railroad  corporation  may,  by  special  contract 
(unless  prohibited  by  statute),  exempt  itself  from  responsi- 
bility for  injuries  to  property  transported  by  it,  occasioned 
by  the  gross  and  culpable  negligence  and  misconduct  of  its 
employees,  including  that  willful  misconduct  which  consists 
in  the  intentional  neglect  of  a  known  duty,  and  which  is 
known  in  the  law  as  willful  negligence.  ( Wdls  agt.  Steam 
Navigation  Company,  2  Comst.  204  ;  Dorr  agt.  N.  J.  Steam 
Navigation  Company,  1  Kem.  485 ;  Opinixm  of  Gardneb,  J. 
in  Wells  agt.  Steam  Navigation  Com'pany,  4  Sdd.  375 ;  citei 
and  app'oved  in  Wells  agt.  N.  Y.  C.  B.  B.  Co.  24  N.  T.  196 ; 
Smith  agt.  Sam^,  Id,  222  ;  BisseU  agt.  Same.  26  N.  T.  442 ; 
Stinson  agt.  Same,  32  N.  T.  337.) 

As  to  the  English  and  Canadian  authorities,  see  as  exam- 
ples the  cases  cited  hereafter  under  other  points,  in  which 
the  same  doctrine  is  either  stated  or  assumed  to  be  the  law. 

II.  By  the  contract  in  question  (being  clause  No.  1  of  the 
written  instruments  under  which  the  property  was  trans- 
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ported),  the  plaintiff  aesumed  all  risk  of  injuries  resulting 
from  the  neglect,  both  ordinary  and  gross^  of  the  servants 
of  the  defendant,  and  from  that  misconduct  of  its  servants 
for  which,  in  the  absence  of  a  special  contract,  it  would  have 
been  responsible ;  that  is  misconduct  not  amounting  to  a 
willful  trespass. 

First.  The  clause  in  question  is.  the  plaintiff's  contract, 
and  is  therefore  to  be  construed  favorably  to  the  def aidant ; 
it  is  also  to  be  construed  so  as  to  make  all  its  words,  as  far 
as  possible,  effectual,  and  with  tiie  aids  afforded  by  surround- 
ing, circumstances,  and  by  our  knowledge  of  the  objects  of 
the  parties. 

Second.  A&  to  the  circumstances  of  the  parties  and  the. 
object  of  the  contract, 

(cl)  It  was  understood  between  the  parties  at  the  time  the 
contract  was  made,  that  the  defendant  was  not  responsible 
for  the  acts  or  neglects  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  agents,  nor  for 
inevitable  accidents.  The  only  things  therefore  against 
which  it  was  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  guard  itself  by 
special  contract,  were  accidents  resulting  from  the  acts  of 
third  persons,  the  acta  of  its  employees  occurring  without 
fault,  and  the  neglect  and  misconduct  of  its  employees.  It 
is  submittedthat  railroad  accidents  resulting  from  the  acts 
of  third  persons,  or  without  fault  on  the  part  of  the  employees, 
to  prop^ty  in  the  course  of  transportation  ai*e  so  rare,  that 
it  would  be  uureasonable  to  suppose,  that  the  chief  object 
of  this  contract  was  to  guard  against  them.  Its  intuit  then 
was,  among  other  things,  to  protect  the  company  against  the 
ccmsequences  of  the  neglect  and  misconduct  of  its  servants. 
This  was  substantially  aU  that  it  was  important  for  the  com- 
pany to  protect  itself  against  by  a  special  agreement. 

(bj  By  the  clause  in  question,  the  owner,  among  other 
things,  takes  **  the  risk  of  loss  and  other  contingencies  in 
conveyance."  It  was  well  understood  that  one  of  those 
zisks  was  delay  and  consequent  lack  by  the  animals  of  food 
and  drink,  and  neglect  and  misconduct  by  the  defendant's 
Employees  in  those  respects.  There  is  therefore  no  more 
reason  for  excluding  these  risks  from  the  operation  of  the 
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contract  than  any  other  risks.    The  parties  make  no  such 
exception,  and  the  law  will  not  alter  their  contract. 

(c)  The  question  between  tiie  parties  was  in  general  who 
shonld  take  the  risks  of  the  journey.  In  consideration  of  the 
freight  charged,  the  plaintiff  assumed  the  risks.  There  is 
nothing  to  show  that  the  minds  of  either  of  the  contracting 
parties  were  drawn  to  the  consideration  of  the  difference 
between  different  kinds  of  risk.  Possibly,  had  his  attention 
been  called  to  it,  the  plaintiff  would  not  ha^e  made  a  con- 
tract by  which  he  took  the  risks  of  the  misconduct  of  the 
defendant's  employees ;  but*  there  is  nothing  to  show  that 
the  parties  did  in  fact  contemplate  any  exception  whatever 
to  the  risk  assumed  by  the  plaintiff. 

(d)  If  the  injury  had  been  the  result  of  some  slight  neglect 
or  misconduct  of  one  of  the  employees  of  the  defendemt,  it 
is  believed,  that  the  position  of  the  defendant  would  not  be 
seriously  controverted.  The  objection  consists  in  the  gross 
character  of  the  neglect  and  misconduct  complained  of. 
But  if  by  the  contract  the  defendant  is  relieved  from  one 
degree  of  misconduct  he  is  from  another.  No  distinction  is 
made  by  its  terms ;  and  the  law  recognizes  no  distinction 
under  which  we  can  say  that  a  contract  covering  negligence- 
and  misconduct  at  all,  does  not  include  their  grossest  as  well 
as  their  slightest  degrees.  {See  Perkins  agt.  N.  Y.  C*  R.  IL 
Co.  24  N.  Y.  B.  206 ;  also  Smith  agt.  Same,  Id.  p.  242.) 

(e)  Suppose  that  the  defendant  by  its  charter  was  only 
responsible  for  such  liabilities  as  it  should  assume  by  special 
contract,  and  that  it  had  entered  into  this  contract  assuming 
the  risk  in  question,  would  there  be  any  doubt  tiiat  one 
object  was  to  protect  the  plaintiff  against  the  gross  miscon- 
duct of  the  defendant  s  employees?  But  in  the  case  at  law 
the  plaintiff  assumes  the  same  liabilities. 

(fj  In  substantially  the  language  of  Smith,  J.  in  Perkins 
agt.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  R.  (24  N.  Y.  203),  it  was  known  to  the  par- 
ties  that  the  business  of  the  company  was  ta  be  performed 
by  agents,  some  of  whom  would  be  negligent,  and  some  of 
whom  might  misbehave,  in  despite  of  the  utmost  care  in 
their  employment.      Parties  are  assumed   to  know  this. 
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Hnowing  this,  the  plaintiff  assumed  the  risks  of  the  trip ; 
unless  there  was  an  exception  to  the  contrary,  this  would 
naturally  include  all  degrees  of  negligence  of  the  defendant's 
agents. 

(g)  In  the  language  substantiully  of  Allen,  Selden  and 
Gould,  Justices,  in  Smith  agt.  N.  Y.  C.  R.  B.  (24  N.  Y.  B. 
p.  239),  there  is  no  public  policy  which  requires  a  railroad 
company  always  to  be  responsible  for  the  gross  misconduct 
of  its  employees.  A  party  may  if  he  please  become  his  own 
iosurer ;  and  if  the  terms  of  the  contract  on  a  reasonable 
construction  make  him  so,  there  is  no  reason  why  we  should 
not  suppose  that  such  was  his  intention. 

(hj  In  the  language  of  Chief  Justice  Bbonson,  quoted  in 
Alexander  agt.  Oreen  (7  -HHZ,  533),  "whatever  pains  the 
defendant  might  take,  losses  might  happen  through  the 
neglect  or  misconduct  of  the  captain  or  hands"  (the  defend- 
ant's servants).  These,  as  well  as  other  risks,  were  to  be 
borne  by  some  one,  and  it  was  competent  for  the  parties  to 
agree  who  shoidd  bear  the  hazard.  Here  the  parties  settled  the 
matter.  They  agreed  that  the  vessel  should  be  towed  at  the 
risk  of  the  owner.  It  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  contract 
points  to  one  kind  of  risk  more  than  another,  and  if  it  does 
not  cover  all  the  perils  of  the  voyage  it  means  nothing." 
Although  the  chief  justice  was  overruled  in  the  particular 
case  in  which  this  opinion  was  delivered,  yet  his  resoning 
bears  upon  the  question  of  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and 
shows  that  there  is  nothing  unreasonable  in  supposing  that 
the  parties  intended  to  relieve  the  defendant  from  responsi- 
bility for  injury  to  the  property,  although  caused  by  the  cul- 
pable negligence  and  misconduct  of  its  employees. 

Third.  There  being  then  nothing  unreasonable  or  unnatu- 
ral iq  a  contract  by  which  a  party  shipping  property  assumes 
the  risk  of  the  misconduct  of  the  employees  of  a  railroad 
corporation,  it  is  submitted  that  such  is  the  reasonable  inter- 
pretation of  the  clause  in  question. 

(aj  Had  the  assumption  of  risk  been  expressed  in  the 
most  general  terms,  to  wit,  that  the  property  was  shipped 
"  at  the  risk  of  the  owner,"  that  risk  as  between  the  shipper 
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and  a  railroad  corporation  would  exempt  the  latter  from  lia- 
bility for  the  negHgence  of  its  employees.    The  term  ''  risk  " 
in  its  popular  sense,  includes  every  hazard,  however  caused. 
So  in  the  law  of  insurance,  it  covers  losses  by  the  gross  and 
culpable  misconduct  and  ne^igence  of  the  agents  of  the 
insured  (PhiUipa  on  Insurance^  vol.  1,  §§  1019,   1096,  and 
cases  died).     The  cases  of  Schiffelin  agt  Harvey  (6  J.  B. 
180),  Jlexander  agt  Oreene  (7  JQTtZZ,  533),  were  decided  before 
the  distinction  between  the  liability  of  a  party  for  his  own 
neglect  and  that  of  his  agents,  and  especially  the  agents  of 
a  corporation,  who  cannot  be  under  the  personal  inspection 
of  its  directors,  had  been  di'scussed  or  established  ;  and  in 
the  light  of  that  discussion,  and  as  applied  to  corporations, 
the  arguments  of  Chief  Justice  Bbokson,  and  of  TTtt.t., 
arguendij  seem  unanswerable.    Neither  those  cases  nor  the 
case  of  Wdls  agt  Steam  Navigation  Co.  (4  8M.  375,)  are  in 
point  in  an  action  against  a  corporation.    See  also  the  criti- 
cism of  the  case  of  the  New  Jersey  Steam  Naviga^tion  Co. 
agt  Merchania*  Bank  (6  How.  U.  S.  C.  B.  344) ;  in  Smith  agt. 
N.  Y.  C.  B.  B.  (24  N.  Y.  B.  260).     WeOs  agt.  Steam  Navi- 
gation Company^  was  put  by  Justice  Mason  upon  the  ground 
that  it  would  be  highly  improbable  that  a  party  would  seek 
by  agreement  to  be  relieved  from  his  own  gross  neglect ;  a 
ground  which  has  no  application  to  a  corporation  and  the 
neglect  of  its  agents.    It  is  impossible  to  say  upon  what 
ground  Alexander  agt    Oreene  was  dedded    (See  Justice 
Bbonson's  criticisms  of  this  case  in  Wells  agt.  Steam  Naviga- 
tion Company^  as  decided  in  2  Comst.  p.  208). 

In  England  it  is  held  that  this  general  clause  includes  the 
gross  negligence  of  the  employees  of  the  carrier.  Lesson 
agt.  HdU  (1  Stark.  B.  186),  approved  by  Selden,  J.  (24  N. 
Y.  B.  215) ;  and  it  has  been  lately  so  decided  in  Canada  in 
an  action  against  a  railroad  corporation.  {Sutherland  agt. 
G.  W.  B.  R  Co.  7  U.  C.  P.  B.  416 ;  see  also  Stinsm  agt.  N. 
Y.  C.  B.  B.  Co.  32  N.  Y.  B.  333,  which  sustains  the  same  doc- 
trine.) 

(h)  But  the  cases  cited  of   contracts  where   property 

was  shipped  "  at  the  risk  of  the  owners,"  were  decided  upon 
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the  peculiar  and  very  general  terms  of  the  contract,  and 
throw  very  little  light  upon  the  construction  of  the  contract 
in  question.  {See  opinion  of  Gardiner,  J.  in  WeHa  agt.  Steam 
Navigation  Co.  4  SddL  375 ;  alao  opinion  af  AiiEN,  e/.,  oc- 
curred in  hy  Selden  and  Gould,  Justices^  in  Smith  agt.  N. 
F.  a  R.  R.  24  N.  Y.  R.  251.) 

(c)  In  construing  this  clause  and  distinguishing  it  from 
the  words  "  property  at  the  owner's  risk,"  effect  should  be 
given  in  the  first  place  to  the  word  "  alL"  See  Senator  Por- 
ter's opinion  in  Aleocander  agt.  Greene  (7  jEfiH,  569),  where 
weight  is  given  to  the  distinction  between  "  the  risk  "  and 
"  all  risk ;"  also  Justice  Wright's  opinion  in  Smith  agt.  N. 
Y.  a  R.  R.  Co.  (24  N.  Y  R.  227).  Taking  "  all  risk  "  of  loss 
is  equivalent  to  taking  the  risk  of  "aU  losses,"  however 
caused.  So  the  terms  "  loss,  injury  and  damage,"  include 
all  kinds  of  loss,  &c.,  without  restriction  as  to  cause.  So 
effect  should  be  given  to  the  word  "  contingencies."  This 
does  not  mean  damage  to  the  property.  That  is  already 
provided  for.  If  the  word  "  accident "  were  employed  in  it» 
stead,  it  would  clearly  refer  to  the  cause  of  the  injury.  But 
the  word  contingency  is  broader  than  accident.  It  includes 
everything  that  may  or  may  not  happen,  through  the  result 
of  gross  and  deliberate  misconduct.  This  is  its  legal  as  well 
as  popular  signification  {See  Bouvier's  Law  Die.  "  Contin- 
gent " ). 

So  the  term  "conveyance"  signifies  "while being  con- 
^  veyed,"  and  the  clause  was  intended  to  cover  all  losses 
occurring  during  the  conveyance  of  the  property,  without 
restriction  as  to  its  cause.  The  word  "  otherwise  "  is  at  least 
equivalent  to  the  words  "  in  any  other  manner,"  which  would 
include  losses  by  neglect.  If  it  does  not,  it  means  nothing, 
9,nd  might  as  well  be  stricken  from  the  contr£u;t.  Taken  in 
connection  with  the  rest  of  the  clause,  the  meaning  is  that 
the  plaintiff  takes  the  risk  of  loss,  "  however  caused,"  and 
that  the  defendant  woidd  not  be  responsible  under  such  a 
clause,  is  settled  by  authorities  which  will  be  cited  hereaf- 
ter. Again,  if  the  clailse  stopped  at  the  word  "  contingen- 
cies," the  construction  might  be  doubtful;  but  upon  the 
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plaintiff's  constraction  the  rest  of  the  clause  is  meaningless 
and  inoperative.  Finally,  it  is  submitted  that  it  is  apparent 
from  the  whole  clause  that  the  plaintiff  int^ided  to  assume 
(he  risks  incident  to  the  trip ;  and  it  is  not  the  province  of 
the  court  to  interpolate  an  exception,  even  if  they  believe 
that  they  would  not  have  made  such  a  contract  had  ihey 
"been  in  the  pljuntiff 's  place. 

Fourth,  It  is  perfectly  well  settled  by  the  English,  Oana- 
dian  and^ew  York  authorities,  that  where  property  is  trans- 
ported under  a  contract  by  which  the  shipper  takes  the  risk 
of  injury,  however  caused,  this  clause  exonerates  the  carrier 
from  responsibility  for  the  gross  and  willful  neglect  «nd  the 
misconduct  of  its  employees;  at  least  if  the  carrier  is  a  cor- 
poration 3  and  it  is  submitted  with  the  utmost  confidence, 
that  such  in  substance  is  the  legal  effect  of  the  contract  in 
question.  It  wiH  be  noticed  that  in  all  the  cases  no  distinc- 
tion is  made  between  contracts  where  the  shipper  takes  the 
risk  of  injuries  however  caused,  and  cases  where  the  carrier 
stipulates  that  he  shajl  not  be  responsible  for  them. 

(a)  The  Canadian  authorities  are  Sutherland  agt.  The  G. 
W.  B.  Co.  (7  U.  C.  Com.  Pi  R.  315) ;  Hamilton  agt.  Grand 
Trtmh  RaUioay  Co.  (23  Q.  B.  B.  of  Up.  Can.  600,  607,  609) ; 
Bates  agt.  O.  W.  B.  Co.  (1  Law  J.  Up.  Can.  319) ;  O'BourJee 
agt.  G.  W.  B.  Co.  (23  Q.  B.  Can.  427) ;  Bpdigm  agt.  G.  W. 
B.  Co.  15  U.  C.  Com.  PI.  B.  315),  of  which  see  particularly 
Sutherland^ 8  case  and  HarmUorCa  case. 

(h)  Among  the  English  authorities,  see  Leeson  agt.  HoU 
(  Stark.  B.  185) ;  Austin  agt.  Manchester,  ike.  B.  (70  E.  C.  £. 
B.  454) ;  Vantde  agt.  Southeastern  Bailway  (104  E.  C.  L. 
B.  75) ;  PecJc  agt.  Northeastern  B.  Co.  (96  E.  C.  L.  B.  957,  in 
Exchequer  Chamber  on  appeal  from  the  Quecfns  Bench) ;  White 
agt.  G.  W.  B.  Co.  (89  Id.  7);  Hughes  agt.  G.  W.  B.  Co.  (78 
Id.  637);  Chippendale  agt.  The  Lancashire,  <kc.  A  (7  Law 
and  Eq.  B.  395) ;  Carr  agt.  Same  (14  Id.  840,)  Parke,  B. 
saying,  **  we  ought  not  to  fritter  away  the  meaning  of  con- 
tracts merely  for  the  purpose  of  making  men  careful  ( Tork^ 
etc.  Co.  agt.  Crisp.  14  C.  B.  B.  527). 

/'cj  As  to  the  authorities  in  the  state  of  New  York,  am 
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Stimoii  agt.  N.  T.  G.  S  R.  (32  N.  T.B.  333),  the  agreement 
was  that  the  owner  should  load,  unload  and  tranship  {see  p. 
337,  not  transport  as  the  statement  of  the  case  reads)  at  his 
Qwn.risk» 

Th&  court  assume  that  this  would  iochideeYeiy  lisk,  inci- 
dent  to  loading,  unloading  and  transhipment.  Had  the 
clause  read  that  the  stock  was  to  be  loaded,  &C.,,  by  the  com- 
pany at  the  risk  of  the  plaintiff^  the  conclusion  must  have 
been  the  same.  (J5w«eB  agt.  N.  K  (7.  B.  B.  (7o.25  N.  T.  R. 
44Si ;  see  opinioTis  of  Gould  omd  Belden,  Jiistices  /  Perkins 
agt.  N.  r.  (7.  B.  B.  24  N.  J.  B.  196 ;  see  opkum  <^  Smith,, 
Justice.) 

See  opinion  of  Seldek,  J.  in  another  case^  title  not  givea 
{24t  N,  Jl  B^  207),  based  upon  the  si]q[>positio!B  that  the  con- 
tract was  simply  that  the  plaintiff  takes  ^Hhe  risk  of  injury 
however  caused ;"  and  in  the  course  of  which  he  says,  "  our 
language  affords  no  words  more  comprehensiYO  than  these^ 
The  agreexoent  should  be  construed  to  exempt  &om  every 
specks  of  liabiUly  wbioh  the  law  wm  peimtt  to  be  contracted 
against." 

Smith  agt.  K  Y.  C.  B.  B,  Go.  (24  K  Y.  J2:222),  on  a  care- 
fal  examination  wfll  be  found  to  have  been  decided  up<Hi  the 
ground  that  the  contract  was  not  made  with  the  plaintiff's 
i&testate>  that  it  was  not  vahd  as  to  a  passenger  for  hire,, 
and  that^  according  to  one  oi  the  judges,,  the  furnishing  of 
an  improper  car  was  an  act  of  the  corporation  itselt  The 
judges  assume  that  the  position  taken  by  the  defendant  ixh 
tins  case  is  correct ;  see  particularly  the  opinions  of  Allen,. 
SSaLDEK  and  Qould*  (p;.  239),  in  which  they  say  that  the  con- 
tract '^  the  person  riding  with  the  stock  takes  the  risk  of 
injury  from  whatever  cause,"  was  comprehensive  and  worded 
in  the  very  terms  oi  Austin  agt.  The  Manohe^icr  Bcnliuayy 
and  the  York,.  &c.  Co.  agt.  Crisp,  cited  above. 

Fifths  A  railroad  company  is  not  respansible  as  a  common 
eorrier  for  the  transportation  of  live  stock,  but  only  for 
aetual  iiegligence.  To  say  therefore  that  the  contract  does 
not  cover  negligence,  is  to  destroy  its  entire  operation  {Se» 
mte  1>  Am^  Bailway  Cases,  p.  181). 
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SuctL  The  properly  being  transported  under  a  spociJii 
agreement,  tliat  only  fomislies  the  rules  by  which  the  duties 
and  liabilities  of  the  parties  are  to  be  ascertained.  The 
defendant  is  not  responsible  as  a  common  carrier,  but  only 
by  virtue  of  his  contract ;  and  the  contract,  it  is  submitted, 
does  not  make  it  responsible  for  the  damages  sustained  by 
tlie  plaintiff  in  this  cause  {See  note  1,  Am.  B.  Cases,  181). 

Seventh  If  a  new  trial  is  granted,  the  court  is  respectfully 
requested  to  Ultimate  whether  in  its  opinion  the  effect  of  the 
contract  is  to  be  determined  by  the  laws  of  Canada  or  the 
laws  of  New  York,  as  that  question  will  probably  arise  upon 
•such  triaL 

The  contract  in  question  was  made  in  Canada,  by  a  Canada 
corporation,  for  transportation,  to  be  substantially  performed 
in  Canada.  The  delivery  in  Buffalo  was  a  mere  incident  to 
the  contract.  The  injuries  comjdained  of  occurred  while  the 
property  was  being  transported  in  Canada.  Under  these 
circumstances  it  is  submitted  that  the  question  whether  or 
not  the  defendant  is  responsible  for  those  injuries  is  to  be 
determined  by  the  law  of  Canada. 

For  a  citation  of  all  the  authorities  as  to  the  place  of  per- 
formance affecting  the  legem  lodj  see  JeweU  agk  Wright  (80 
N.  7.  B.  259). 

By  the  court  J  Masten,  J.  I  understand  it  to  be  settled  law 
in  this  state,  at  the  present  day,  that  railroad  corporations 
engaged  in  the  transportation  of  property  are  subject  to 
the  absdiute  responsibility  which,  by  the  common  law,  rests 
upon  common  carriers ;  iiiey  are,  except  as  against  loss  or 
injury  occasioned  by  the  act  of  God  or  of  a  public  enemy, 
insurers  of  the  safe  transportation  and  delivery  of  the  pro* 
perty  entrusted  to  them  for  carriage. 

In  the  carriage  of  living  animals,  except  as  to  those  inju- 
ries which  result  from  the  vitality  of  the  freight,  and  could 
not  by  care  and  diligence  be  prevented,  they  are  bound  to 
the  same  responsibility  as  in  the  carriage  of  inanimate  pro- 
perty. 

Common  carriers  cannot,  by  contract,  shield  themselves 
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from  liability  for  their  own  fraud,  or  their  own  willful  act  or 
negligence,  but  -they  may  contract  against  liability  for  that 
low  degree  of  negligence  or  want  of  care  on  their  part,  which 
is  not  equivalent  to  willful  or  wanton  neglect  of  duty  or 
recklessness. 

They  may  also,  by  special'  contract,,  relieye  themselves 
from  all  responsibility  for  injury  to  or  loss  of  the  property 
entrusted  to  them  occasioned  by  the  negligence,  misconduct, 
fraud  or  felony  of  their  employees  or  servants. 

When  the  carrier  is  a  corporation,  whose  affairs  are 
entrusted  to  the  management  of  a  board  of  directors,  it  can- 
not exempt  itself  from  liability  for  the  willful  negligence, 
misconduct  or  recklessness  of  its  board  of  directors.  This 
rule  does  not  extend  to  its  subordinate  agents  or  servants^ 
and  the  weight  of  opinion  seems  to  be  that  it  does  not  extend 
to  any  officer  or  agent  of  the  corporation  other  than  the 
directors,  {Dorr  agt.  TJie  New  Jersey  Steam  Navigation  Co. 
1  Kem.  485 ;  Clarice  agt.  Rochester  and  Syracuse  BaUroad 
Company y  14  N.  T.  570 ;  Wells  agt.  The  N  T.  C.  B.  B.  Co, 
24  N.  Y.  180 ;  PerUns  agt.  The  N.  Y.  C.  B.  B.  Co,  24  N. 
Y.  196,  214 ;  Bissea  agt.  Sanie,  26  N  Y.  442.) 

The  rigiht  of  common  carriers  to  restrict  their  liability  to 
the  extent  above  stated  was,  after  some  controversy,  finally 
established  in  England,  and  it  was  the  abuse  of  that  right 
by  carriers  which' led  to  the  passage,  in  1854,  of  ''the  rail- 
way and  canal  traffic  act,"  by  wliich  this  right  was  limited. 
{Peck  agt.  N  S.  Bailway  Co.  16  Eng,  Com,  Law  B,  1005 ; 
H.  96  Eng.  Com.  Law  B.  958,  986.] 

As  early  as  Lord  Coke's  time,  it  would  seem  that  a  com- 
mon carrier  could,  by  contract,  restrict  to  a  certain  extent 
his  common  law  liability  {Note,  Southcoate's  Case,  Cokeys  B, 
par.  4,  p.  88). 

But  until  within  the  last  quarter  of  a  century,  the 
weight  of  authority  in  England  and  in  this  country,  was  that 
"  the  salutary  policy  of  the  common  law  "  did  not  allow  a 
common  carrier,  even  by  special  contract,  to  shield  himself 
from  responsibility  for  the  fraud,  misconduct  or  gross  negli- 
gence of  his  servants.    And  the  law  is  so  laid  down  by 
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Chancellor  Kent  and  Judge  Story  in  their  commentaries. 
[2  Kent's  Com,  608  ;  Story  on  Bailments,  §  549.] 

But,  as  I  have  already  said,  it  was  finally  established  by 
the  decisions  of  the  courts  in  England  and  in  this  stale,  that 
the  policy  of  the  common  law  did  not  prevent  the  carrier 
from  exonerating  himself  by  agreement  from  liability  for  the 
negligence  of  his  servants. 

In  view  of  the  great  extent  to  which  the  carrying  business 
is  monopolized  in  this  country  by  corporations  and  combina- 
tions, and  the  power  that  they  possess  to  dictate  terms,  it  is 
quite  probable  that  legislative  interference  wiQ  be  success- 
fully demanded,  as  has  been  done  in  England. 

Indeed  I  see  ill  the  Civil  Code,  which  has  been  reported 
by  the  commissioners,  a  provision  that  "  a  common  carrier 
cannot  be  exonerated  by  any  agreement  made  in  anticipa- 
tion thereof,  from  liability  for  the  gross  negligence,  fraud  or 
willful  wrong  of  himself  or  his  servants." 

The  commissioners  have^  I  think,  divided  negligence  into 
degrees  too  refined  for  practical  purposes. 

The  injury  to  the  plaintiff 's  property,  for  which  this  action 
is  brought,  was  occasioned  by  the  willful  misconduct  of  the 
defendant's  servants  and  against  responsibilities  for  which  it 
was  lawful  for  the  defendant  to  contract. 

This  brings  us  to  the  construction  of  the  special  contract 
of  carriage  between  the  parties. 

The  law  being  settled,  the  contract  is  to  be  construed 
according  to  the  intent  of  the  parties  to  be  gathered  from 
the  language  used,  giving,  if  possible,  some  force  and  effect 
to  every  word  made  use  of  as  evidence  to  some  extent  of 
their  intent. 

The  contract  is,  "  the  owner  of  the  within  mentioned  ani- 
mals undertakes  aU  risk  of  loss,  injury,  damage  and  other 
(xmtingencies  in  loading,  unloading,  conveyance  and  other- 
wiseJ*^ 

These  words  are  very  genersd  and  comprehensive.  I  do 
not  see  how  we  can  say  that  they  do  not  embrace  aU  (every) 
risk  (hazard,  danger,  peril,  chance)  of  loss,  injury,  damage 
and  other  contingencies  (casualties,  accidents,  occurrences). 
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in  loading,  unloading,  conyejance  and  otherwise  (other  man- 
ner or  way),  which  the  plaintiff  might  lawfully  take  upon 
himself  and  the  defendant  lawfully  throw  off  of  itself.  If 
we  undertake  to  limit  tiiese  general  and  eomprehensiye 
terms,  I  do  not  see  where  we  ore  to  draw  the  line.  What 
have  we  to  draw  it  by?  If  I  knew  of  any  way  apon  the 
principles  by  which  courts  must  be  governed  to  secure  cer- 
tainty or  safety  to  suitors,  to  draw  the  line  where  the  plain- 
tiff contends  it  should  be,  I  would  be  pleased  to  do  so.   • 

If  we  go  outside  of  the  writing  to  ascertain  tiie  intent  of 
the  parties  as  an  independent  fact,  I  think  we  would  find 
that  the  defendant  intended  to  get  rid  of  all  responsibility  it 
lawfully  could ;  that  to  avoid  responsibility  for  the  careless- 
ness, negUgence  and  misconduct  of  its  servants  was  piomi- 
nently  in  view,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  accept 
the  terms  dictated. 

Judgment  ordered  for  defendant  upon  the  exceptions. 

Clinton,  J.,  concurred.    Vebpijlnck,  P.  J.,  dissented* 


• » • 


SUPBEME  COUBT. 
James  Meteb,  Jr.,  respondent  agt.  Jacob  Goedel,  appellant. 

Where  a  canse,  in  which  there  are  different  counts  or  causes  qf  adionf  is  bronght 
to  trial,  and  evidence  is  given  by  the  plaintiff  affecting  all  the  oansee  of  action, 
at  the  (dose  of  which,  the  defendant  moves  for  a  nonrSuU  as  to  one  of  the  sepa- 
rate causes  of  action,  the  granting  snch  non-enit  and  continning  the  action  a» 
to  ihe  other  causes,  is  of  doub^  propriety. 

It  leaves  all  the  evidence  relating  to  that  branch  of  the  case  before  the  Jury ;  while 
the  defendant,  by  the  nonnsuit,  may  suppose  the  testimony  on  that  subject 
immaterial  and  omitted  to  contradict  or  explain  it.  He  however,  has  a  remedy, 
by  moving  the  court  to  strike  out  the  testimony  relating  to  that  branch  of  the 
case. 

If  the  defendant  does  not  take  this  course,  he  cannot  take  a  valid  exception  to  the 
permission  of  the  opposite  counsel  being  allowed  to  comment  on  such  testimony 
to  the  Jury ;  as  the  evidence  was  properly  taken  in  the  case  and  had  not  been 
stricken  out,  the  fact  of  the  declaration  of  the  Judge  that  he  did  not  consider 
this  cause  of  action  sustained,  did  not  have  the  effect  to  remove  the  evidence 
ftom  the  case. 

The  refuse  of  the  judge  to  open  the  case  and  admit  evidence,  after  the  summing 
up  to  the  jury  was  through,  is  no  proper  ground  of  exc^ion.    Neither  would 
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fhe  admission  of  evidence,  nnder  such  oircnmstanoee  be  considered  a  good 
gronnd  of  exception.  In  both  reegectB  it  ia  a  matter  of  ducretion  with  the 
judge. 

An  exception  will  not  lie  to  the  declaration  of  the  Judge  to  the  defendant's  oonnsel, 
that  in  his  opinion  it  is  nnneoessary  to  examine  witnessee  for  the  defense,  and 
the  jury  find  for  the  plainti£L 

An  exception  will  not  lie  to  the  refusal  of  the  judge  to  recall  and  re-examine  a  wit- 
ness as  to. certain  fiicts  which  counsel  alleges  the  Judges  has  incorrectly  stated 
in  his  recapitulation  to  the  Jury. 

An  exbepdon  will  not  lie  to  a  permission  or  refusal  of  the  judge  to  recall  a  witness 
for  re-examination,  after  his  examination  has  been  finished. 

An  exception  will  not  lie  to  the  refusal  of  the  judge  to  receive  new  evidence  offered 
by  counsel  after  he  has  rested.  All  these  cases  are  within  the  discretion  of  the 
judge,  and  are  not  reviewable. 

It  is  a  well  settled  principle  of  law,  that  in  an  action  far y^attdidentrepresenUiiiona^ 
other  cotemporaneous  acts  of  fraud  of  a  aimHar  charojder^  may  be  givpn  in 
evidence  for  such  a  cause.  And  where  such  evidence  is  before  the  jury,  although 
the  particular  cause  of  action  in  which  it  was  given  has  been  dilemissedy  it  is  not 
error  in  the  judge,  in  charging  the  Jury,  to  say  that  they  may  take  such  evi- 
dence into  consideration. 

New  York  Oervercd  Term  November^  1865. 

Bef(yre  Ingraham,  P.  «7.,  Leonard  and  Barnard,  Justices. 

The  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant  to  recover  from  him 
damages  for  frand  alleged  to  have  been  oommitted  in  the 
sale  of  certain  stocks  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff.  There 
were  two  sales,  one  of  stock  in  the  New  York  and  Bichmond 
Coal  Company,  and  the  other  of  an  interest  in  the  Cumber- 
land Saltpetre  Company.  Two  causes  of  action  were  stated 
in  the  complaint,  one  in  regard  to  the  sale  of  the  coal  stock, 
and  one  in  regard  to  the  interest  in  the  saltpetre  company. 
Upon  the  trial,  evidence  was  offered  by  the  plaintiff  as  to 
each  transaction  and  received  by  the  court  without  objection. 

"When  the  plaintiff  rested,  the  defendant  moved  for  a  dis- 
missal of  the  complaint  as  to  the  second  cause  of  action, 
relating  to  the  interest  in  the  saltpetre  company,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  proof  to  support  that  cause  of 
action.  The  court  said  it  did  not  think  there  was  any  evi- 
dence to  support  this  count,  and  granted  the  motion. 

A  motion  was  then  made  to  dismiss  the  complaint  as  to 
the  first  coimt,  which  was  denied. 

The  plauitiff  *s  counsel,  on  the  summing  up,  referred  to  the 
evidence  which  had  been  given  in  regard  to  the  interest  in 
the  saltpetre  company,  and  claimed  that  the  jury  had  a  right 
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to  consider  the  same  as  acts  of  a  similar  character,  with  a 
view  of  proving  the  criminal  intent  of  the  party  charged. 
This  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant'?  counsel  and  over- 
rnled,  and  the  defendant  excepted.  The  defendant's  counsel 
then  offered  to  prove  that  in  the  matter  relating  to  the  salt- 
petre company  the  defendant  committed  no  fraud.  This 
offer  was  refused,  and  defendant  excepted. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  that  in  actions  of  this  char- 
acter, acts  of  a  similar  character,  if  done  at  or  about  the 
same  time,  maybe  given  in  evidence,  with  a  view  of  proving 
the  criminal  intent  of  the  party  charged,  and  that  the  jury 
had  a  right  to  consider  the  representation  in  regard  to  the 
saltpetre  company,  in  connection  with  the  others.  To  this 
charge  the  defendant  excepted. 

Wm.  Wabe  Peck,  attorney^  and 
John  Van  Buben,  counadfor  defevdanty  appellant. 
BowDOiN,  Larocque  &  Barlow,  attorneys,  and 
Jeremiah  Larocque,  counsel  for  plaintiff,  respoTideni. 

First  The  defendant's  counsel  having  very  properly  given 
up  the  struggle  on  the  facts  as  hopeless,  by  omitting  to  move 
for  a  new  trial  at  the  special  term,  nothing  remains  open  on 
this  appeal,  except  to  consider  the  exceptions  taken  to  the 
rulings  of  the  learned  judge  on  the  trial. 

Secrnd.  The  defendant's  motion  for  a  dismissal  of  the  first 
cause  of  action  was  properly  denied.  No  cause  was  assigned 
for  it  beyond  that  urged  as  a  ground  for  the  dismissal  of  the 
second,  which  clearly  was  not  applicable  to  the  first,  even  if 
it  was  properly  granted  as  to  the  other,  which  it  is  respect- 
fully submitted  that  it  was  not.  (Exceptions,  fd»  275 ;  see 
Conkey  agt.  Bond,  34  Barh.  276,  in  which  Mr.  Justice  Allen, 
who  tried  this  cause,  dissented,  and  cases  cited ;  Maurice  agt, 
Oovld,  MS.  Superior  Court,  per  Eobertson,  Ch  J.) 

Third.  The  several  exceptions  taken  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  to  the  overruling  of  questions  calling  for  the  judg- 
medt  and  opinions  of  witnesses  are  untenable. 

Fourth.  The  exception  of  the  defendant's  counsel,  "  to  so 
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much  of  the  charge  as  holds,  in  compliance  with  the  request 
of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  evidence  in  regard  to  the  Cumber- 
land Saltpetre  Company  may  be  taken  into  consideration  on 
the  question  of  intent  as  to  the  transfer  set  up  in  the  first 
count "  was  not  well  taken. 

1.  That  request  was  in  these  words :  "  That  upon  the 
question  of  intent  with  which  the  representations  as  to  the 
Richmond  Coal  Company  stock  were  made,  the  jury  have  a 
right  to  take  into  account  the  evidence  as  to  the  representa- 
tions made  as  to  the  Cumberland  Saltpetre  Company  inter- 
est, which  the  defendant  proposed  to  sell  to  the  plaintiff  at 
about  the  same  time,  and  the  evidence  as  to  their  truth  or 
falsity." 

2.  This  request  was  replied  to  by  the  leamiBd  judge  in  his 
charge  to  the  jury,  as  follows  :  "  The  rule  of  law  and  the 
decisions,  I  think,  are  not  different  from  that  here  laid  down 
by  Mr.  Larocque,  in  actions  of  fraud.  In  an  action  of  this 
character,  where  the  intent  of  the  party  charged  is  in  issue, 
acts  of  a  similar  character,  if  done  at  or  about  the  same 
time,  may  be  given  in  evidence,  with  a  view  of  proving  the 
crimiual  intent  of  the  party  charged.  In  regard  to  this  salt- 
petre company,  however,  it  is  fan-  to  remark,  that  the  evi- 
dence was  not  given  or  received  with  that  view,  and  not 
expressed  as  so  given,  until  the  summing  up,  tiiough  not  by 
any  unfairness  on  the  part  of  any  one ;  but  if  there  were  any 
misrepresentations  proved,  although  I  thought  there  were 
none,  and  nonsuited  for  that  reason,  still  that  question,  so 
far  as  it  bears  upon  this,  is  before  you ;  but  it  is  due  to  the 
defendant  to  say,  that  possibly  had  the  evidence  been  offered 
and  given,  or  received  with  a  view  to  affect  and  operate  upon 
the  Bichmond  coal  stock  transactions,  other  evidence  would 
have  been  given  in  contradiction.  It  is  for  you  to  say  what 
effect  the  evidence  would  have  upon  the  transaction." 

3.  That  this,  imder  the  decisions,  was  correct  in  point  of 
law,  is  almost  too  clear  for  discussion.  The  present  is,  in 
fact,  the  strongest  case  ever  presented  for  the  application 
of  the  rule,  the  representations  being  absolutely  cotempora- 
neous,  and  made  to  the  same  person,  and  if  also  false,  remov- 


460       NEW  YOKE  PRAOnOE  REPORTS. 


Meyer  agt  GoedeL 


ing  all  reasonable  doubt  that  they  were  made  with  the  design 
to  deceive  and  defraud,  and  not  the  result  of  mistake  or  acci* 
deni  {HaR  agt  Naylor,  18  K  T.  B.  688,  in  court  of  appeals  ; 
AUison  agt.  Matthews,  3  Johns.  235 ;  Benham  agt.  Gary,  11 

Wend.  83 ;  Jackson  agi  Timmerman,  12  Wend.  299 ;  Cary 
agt.  Hotaiiing,  1  J3i«,  311 ;  French  agt.  White,  5  2?M6r,  254 ; 

Van  Mrh  agt.  JFiZcfo,  11  Barh.  520 ;  jFWfer  agt.  Acker,  1 JJHZ, 
473 ;  Simmons  agt.  i^ay,  1  ^.  D.  Smith,  107). 

4.  They  were  most  tenderly  and  guardedly  submitted  to 
the  jury,  so  as  to  prevent  absolutely  all  prejudice  to  him, 
and  to  deaden  their  effect  more  than  any  further  evidence 
that  he  could  have  given  would  have  done. 

5.  That  this  was  so,  a  very  slight  examination  of  the  con- 
curring testimony  of  two  witnesses,  whom  the  jury,  through 
their  verdict,  declared  that  they  did  believe,  at  the  same 
time  that  upon  the  square  issue  presented  to  them  by  the 
judge's  charge  they  avowed  their  disbelief  of  the  defendant, 
will  satisfy  the  court.  It  is  only  necessary  to  compare 
Meyer  and  Schwarz  with  the  defendant's  sworn  answer, 
where  he  denies  making  these  representations,  and  avers 
that  he  was  himself  the  owner  and  seller  of  the  interest  pur- 
chased by  Mr.  Meyer,  in  contradiction  of  the  state  of  facts 
represented. 

The  judge  states,  in  his  charge,  that  the  verified  complaint 
and  answer  had  been  read  in  the  hearing  of  the  jury,  and 
calls  their  attention  to  them,  so  that  the  defendant  had  the 
full  benefit  of  his  denial,  without  a  cross-examination. 

6.  If,  with  a  charge  thus  deliberately  made  and  substan- 
tiated by  evidence,  the  defendant  preferred  to  seek  its  dis- 
xoissal  on  technical  grounds,  rather  than  meet  the  issue  on 
the  trial,  the  inference  is  patent  and  irresistible,  that  he 
shrank  from  the  ordeal  of  a  cross-examination  on  this  sub- 
ject. His  counsel  will  hardly  wish  or  be  permitted  to  claim 
that  he  did  not  know  the  law,  and  what  effect  it  gave  to  this 
testimony  in  its  bearing  on  the  other  charge.  If  he  did  not, 
his  own  client,  and  not  the  plaintiff,  must  bear  the  conse- 
quences. 

Fifth.  The  highly  dramatic  scene  which  was  performed  in 
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the  t>rogres8  of  the  summing  np  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
by  defendant's  counsel  then  rising,  objecting  to  the  com- 
ments made  on  the  Cumberland  saltpetre  case,  and  for  the 
first  time  tendering  farther  evidence  to  rebut  the  testimony 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  on  that  subject,  undoubtedly  had 
its  effect,  as  intended,  upon  the  jury,  but  furnished  no  basis 
to  support  the  exception  which  was  taken  to  the  judges's 
refusal  to  reopen  the  cause. 

It  is  strictly  a  matter  of  discretion  on  the  part  of  a  judge 
presiding  at  the  trial,  whether  he  will  permit  further  evidence 
to  be  given  under  such  circumstances,  and  no  exception  lies 
to  his  refusal.  {MexaTider  agt.  Byron^  2  Johns.  Cos,  318 ; 
Jackson  agt.  Tcdmadge,  4  Cow,  450 ;  Stdcy  agt.  Graham,  3 
IhieVj  444 ;  affirmed.  Court  of  AppecUsy  2  Kern.  492 ;  Mat- 
thews  agt.  Whitney ,  12  Wend.  396;  People  agt.  Rector,  19 
Wend.  669 ;  Kellogg  agt.  Kdlogg,  6  Barb.  116 ;  Burger  agt. 
White,  2  Bosw.  92.) 

By  the  court,  Ingraham,  P.  J.  It  is  proper  to  remark  that 
in  this  case  no  motion  was  made  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  facts, 
or  for  any  cause  whatever  arising  upon  the  evidence,  and  wo 
are  here  confined  entirely  to  the  exceptions  taken  upon  the 
trial  First,  to  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  open  the  case  after 
it  had  been  summed  up  to  the  jury,  for  the  purpose  of  admit- 
ting testimony  to  disprove  any  supposed  fraud  in  the  sale  of 
the  interest  in  the  saltpetre  company ;  and  secondly,  to  the 
charge  of  the  judge,  that  the  jury  might  take  the  evidence 
in  the  case  on  that  subject  into  consideration  on  the  question 
of  intent. 

The  propriety  of  the  course  adopted  on  the  trial  of  non- 
suiting, as  to  one  count  or  cause  of  action  in  a  complaint, 
and  continuing  the  action  as  to  the  other,  is  at  least  of 
doubtful  propriety.  The  result  in  this  case  shows  its  impro- 
priety, and  may  work  injustice  to  the  party.  In  this  case 
the  granting  such  a  motion  left  all  the  evidence  in  the  cause 
relating  to  this  branch  of  the  case  before  the  jury,  while  the 
defendant,  by  the  dismissal,  may  have  supposed  the  testi- 
mony on  that  subject  immaterial  and  omitted  to  contradict 
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or  explain  it.  He  had,  however,  a  perfect  remedy  if  he  had 
seen  fit  to  apply  it,  viz  :  to  move  the  court  to  strike  out  the 
testimony  ifelating  to  that  branch  of  the  case.  Such  a 
motion  would  have  disclosed  at  once  whether  the  plaintiff 
intended  to  use  that  evidence  as  he  afterwards,  claimed  to 
do,  and  he  would  have  had  an  opportunity  to  offer  any 
rebutting  testimony.    Tins  he  omitted  to  do. 

So  also  he  might,  after  the  trial,  have  moved  the  court  for 
a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  surprise,  and  might  have 
obtained  relief  in  that  form. 

The  first  exception  co  the  counsel  being  allowed  to  com- 
ment on  this  evidence  to  the  jury,  is  not  well  taken.  The 
evidence  was  taken  in  the  case  and  had  not  been  stricken 
out.  It  was  offered  generally  in  the  cause,  and  so  received, 
although  applicable  more  especially  to  the  second  cause  of 
action.  There  was  no  error  in  allowing  the  counsel  to  use 
8uch  evidence  for  the  purpose  stated,  viz :  to  show  the  crimi- 
nal intent  of  the  defendant. 

The  principle  is  too  well  settled  to  require  the  citation  of 
authorities  to  show  that  in  an  action  for  fraudulent  misrep- 
resentations, other  cotemporaneous  acts  of  fraud  of  a  simi- 
lar character  may  be  given  in  evidence  for  such  a  cause. 
The  court  could  not  properly  prohibit  the  counsel  from  calling 
the  attention  of  the  juiy  to  any  evidence  before  them,  or 
from  using  such  evidence  for  this  purpose. 

The  fact  of  the  declaration  of  ihe  judge,  that  he  did  not 
consider  this  cause  of  action  sustained,  did  not  have  the 
effect  to  remove  the  evidence  from  the  case,  and  I  think  he 
committed  no  error  in  this  ruling. 

Nor  did  the  judge  err  in  refusing  to  open  the  case  and 
admit  evidence  after  the  summiug  up  to  the  jury  was  through. 
As  before  suggested^  he  might  for  that  reason,  if  a  proper 
case  of  surprise  had  been  shown,  have  granted  a  new  trial 
on  terms,  but  that  was  in  both  respects  a  matter  of  discre- 
tion with  the  judge,  to  which  no  exception  can  be  taken. 

His  refusal  to  admit  further  evidence,  has  never  so  far,  as 
I  recoUect,  been  considered  a  good  ground  for  excepting, 
nor  has  the  admission  of  evidence  under  such  circamstance& 
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TJ^^re  are  various  cases  to  show  that  such  is  matter  of 
discretion.  Thus,  where  the  court  intimates  to  the  defend- 
ant's counsel,  that  in  his  opinion  it  is  unnecessary  to  examine 
witnesses  for  defense,  and  the  jury  found  for  plaintiff,  a  new 
trial  was  refused  {Beekman  agt.  Bemaa  7  Cow.  30) ;  so,  where 
the  judge  in  recapitulating  testimony  was,  as  alleged  by 
defendant's  counsel,  in  error  as  to  facts,  his  refusal  to  recall 
and  examine  the  witness  again,  was  held  to  be  a  matter  of 
discretion,  and  not  reviewable  {Shepard  agt.  Potter ^  4  J3iB, 
202).  So  a  permission  or  refusal  to  recall  a  witness  for 
re-examination,  after  his  examination  has  been  finished,  is  a 
matter  of  discretion  not  to  be  reviewed  {MeaMm  agt.  Ander- 
souy  11  Barb.  215).  So,  where  after  the  counsel  had  rested 
he  discovered  new  evidence,  and  offered  to  produce  it,  which 
was  refused  by  the  judge,  the  court  held  it  to  be  discretionary. 
{Ford  agt.  Niks,  1  HUH,  300 ;  Alexander  agt.  Byron,  2  Johns. 
Cos,  318.) 

In  Mercer  agt.  Sayer  (7  Johns.  308),  the  court  held  in  such 
a  case  that  it  was  a  matter  of  discretion  in  the  judge  to 
admit  or  refuse  the  evidence,  but  as  he  refused  it  upon  the 
ground  that  he  had  no  power  to  do  so,  it  was  held  erroneous. 
It  is  not  intimated,  however,  that  his  discretion,  if  exercised, 
would  have  been  reviewed. 

From  all  these  cases  I  conclude  that  the  decision  of  the 
court  in  this  case  was  within  the  discretion  of  the  judge,  and 
there  is  nothing  that  warrants  the  granting  a  new  trial 
therefore. 

The  remaining  question  is  as  to  the  charge  of  the  judge, 
that  the  jury  might  consider  this  evidence.  I  have  already 
remarked  that  it  was  before  the  jury  as  all  the  other  evidence 
in  the  cause,  and  nothing  had  been  done  by  the  defendant 
to  exclude  it  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  that  it  was 
a  species  of  evidence  which  might  be  used  for  the  pxirpose 
suggested  by  the  court,  and  that  the  omission  of  the  defend- 
ant to  contradict  it  on  the  trial  was  no  reason  for  excluding 
it  from  the  jury.  The  exception  to  the  charge  therefore,  in 
this  respect,  was  unavailing.    That  the  defendant  might 
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have  succeeded  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  probable,  but 
it  does  not  come  within  the  province  of  the  appellate  court 
on  a  bUl  of  exceptions  to  grant  it. 
The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 


•  •  • 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Jaoob  Gbantman,  by  his  guardian,  John  Gbantican  agt 

Geobge  Thball. 

The  Code  (§  816)  makes  the  guardian  qf  an  infanl^pLairitiffy  responsiblo  for  oosU 
of  the  action,  when  they  are  adjudged  against  such  inftuat,  and  provides  that, 
"  payment  thereof  may  be  enforced  by  aJUadisnenL"  This  means  a  process  in 
the  nature  of  a  ca.  so.  And  it  is  not  strictly  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  first 
Issne  his  execvUon  against  the  infant,  in  order  to  fasten  the  liabQlty  upon  the 
guardian  and  entitle  the  defendant  to  his  attachment,  though  this  is  periiaps 
the  better  practice.  Nor  is  there  any  necessity  of  an  order  of  the  court  to  first 
bring  the  guardian  into  contempt^  before  the  attachment  can  issue. 

The  issuing  of  the  attachment  results  simply  from  the  adjudication  against  the 
infant  plaintifil  The  measure  of  liability  and  the  means  of  enfbroement  aro 
prescribed  by  law,  and  the  court  cannot  refuse  to  a  party  on  a  proper  appliea* 
tion  the  process  which  the  law  in  terms  gives  him. 

Tlie  word  " may"  in  statutes  has  always  been  held  to  be  imperuthe,  and  equiva- 
lent to  muat  or  sftofl,  whenever  the  public  or  third  persons  have  a  claim  dejurg 
that  the  power  should  be  exercised. 

It  is  dear  that  the  poverty  of  the  guardian  is  no  defense  to  a  motion  for  the 
ftttaohment. 

Seventh  Judicial  District  Oeneral  Term  September ^  1866. 

B^are  "Welles,  E.  D.  Smith  and  Johnson,  Justices. 

This  was  an  appeal  by  the  defendant  from  an  order  at 
special  term,  denying  motion  for  an  attachment  against  the 
guardian,  for  costs  of  the  action.  The  defendant  had  judg- 
ment for  costs  of  the  action,  and  issued  his  execution  to  col- 
lect the  same,  which  was  duly  returned  wholly  tmsatisfied^ 
Thereupon  he  duly  demanded  payment  of  such  costs  from 
the  guardian,  who  refused  to  make  payment.  Upon  an  a£Ei- 
davit  of  the  facts  and  notice,  the  defendant  moyed,  at  special 
term,  for  an  attachment  against  such  guardian,  in  the  nature 
ol  a  ca.  sa.,  to  enforce  such  payment.  The  guardian  resisted 
the  motion,  upon  an  affidavit  that  he  had  a  family  dependent 
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upon  him  for  their  support,  and  had  no  real  estate  whatever 
and  no  personal  property  liable  to  execution,  and  had  no 
means  by  which  he  could  pay. 

The  court  denied  the  motion  for  an  attachment,  but  granted 
the  defendant  a  precept  in  the  nature  of  a^./a. 

Matheb  &  MACOMBEB,/or  d^endcmL 
J.  C.  OoOHBANEy/or  gt/ardiarL 

By  the  courts  Johnson,  J.  This  court  decided  this  precise 
question  at  the  last  December  general  term,  in  the  case  of 
Gardner,  Chiardian  agt.  Jod.  In  that  case  the  attachment 
was  granted  against  the  guardian  in  a  case  like  this,  the 
guardian  showing  by  affidavit,  as  in  this  case,  his  entire  want 
of  property  subject  to  execution,  and  his  utter  inability, 
pecuniarily,  to  pay  the  costs.  That  order  was  affirmed  on 
appeal  to  the  general  term,  the  court  holding,  both  at  special 
and  general  term,  that  the  facts  set  out  in  the  affidavit  of 
the  guardian,  of  his  want  of  property,  was  no  answer  to  the 
application  for  the  attachment.  The  Code  (§  316)  makes 
the  guardian  of  an  infant,  plaintiff,  responsible  for  the  costs 
of  the  action  when  they  are  adjudged  against  such  infant, 
and  provides  that ''  payment  tiiereof  may  be  enforced  by 
attachment."  That  this  means  a  process  in  the  nature  of  a 
m.  «a.,  admits,  I  think,  of  no  doubt.  It  is  so  imderstood  in 
all  the  books  of  practice,  and  such  is  its  plain  meaning  in 
legal  parlance.  This,  I  think,  is  plainly  a  remedy  given  to 
the  defendant  in  the  action  to  enforce  payment  of  his  costs 
when  he  becomes  entitled  to  costs  in  such  an  action.  It  is  a 
process  given  to  the  party  to  enforce  a  liability  in  his  favor 
which  the  statute  imposes,  not  conditionally,  but  absolutely 
and  imperatively.  I  do  not  see  that,  strictly,  it  is  necessary 
for  the  defendant  in  such  a  case  to  first  issue  his  execution 
against  the  infant,  in  order  to  fasten  the  liability  upon  the 
guardian,  and  entitle  the  defendant  to  his  attachment,  though 
I  should  think  that  the  more  reasonable  and  better  practice 
(2  N.  Y.  Pr.  418).  Nor  do  I  see  that  the  question  of  con- 
tempt of  court,  arises  in  the  case.  It  is  simply  a  liability 
Yoi^  XXXL  30 
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which  the  statute  creates,  and  to  enforce  payment  of  which 
it  gives  this  process.  It  does  not  depend  upon  any  order  of 
the  court,  but  results  simply  from  the  adjudication  against 
the  infant  plaintiff.  Under  the  Eevised  Statutes  the  next 
friend  of  an  infant  plaintiff  was  made  responsible  for  costs^ 
but  no  process  was  given  to  the  party  to  enforce  payment  as 
now  (2  B.  S.  446,  §  2).  The  mode  of  enforcing  payment 
was  left  to  the  practice  of  the  courts.  That  mode,  accord- 
ing to  the  course  of  the  practice,  was  to  first  bring  the  party 
into  contempt,  and  then  apply  for  an  attachment.  But  now 
both  the  measure  of  liability  and  means  of  enforcement  are 
prescribed  by  law,  and  I  do  not  see  how  the  court  can  refuse 
to  a  party  the  process  which  the  law  in  terms  gives  him. 
The  word  may  in  statutes  has  always  been  held  to  be  impera- 
tive, and  equivalent  to  must  or  shall,  whenever  the  public  or 
third  persons  have  a  claim  dejure,  that  the  power  should  be 
exercised.  {Smith's  Com.  727  ;  The  Newburgh  Turnpike  Oo. 
agt.  MiUer,  5  Johns,  Ch.  R.  112.)  Manifestly,  this  is  a  right 
given  to  the  party,  and  not  a  mere  discretionary  power  con- 
f erred  upon  the  court.  In  this  view  the  provision  is  in  no 
respect  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1847 
{Sess.  Laios  of  1847,  cAop.  390,  §  2),  which  is,  that  "  no  per- 
son shall  be  imprisoned  for  contempt  of  court  in  not  paying 
costs."  But,  if  it  is,  the  effect  of  this  provision  of  the  Code, 
enacted  several  years  afterwards,  would  be  to  take  the  par- 
ticular case  out  of  the  general  provision.  It  is  clear  enough 
that  the  poverty  of  the  guardian  is  no  defense  to  the  motion. 
The  Code  does  not  make  either  his  liability  for  costs,  or 
the  defendant's  right  to  the  attachment,  depend  upon  any 
such  conditions ;  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  one  object  the 
legislature  had  in  view  in  giving  this  remedy,  was  to  protect 
persons  from  being  vexed  and  harrassed  by  actions  brought 
in  the  name  of  infants  by  irresponsible  guardians.  The 
granting  of  the  process  in  the  nature  of  dk  fieri  fcudaSy  was  a 
vain  thing,  as  the  guardian  shows  by  his  affidavit  that  he 
has  not  now,  and  had  not  when  the  action  was  commenced, 
any  property  to  which  it  could  possibly  attach.    I  am  of  the 
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opinion,  therefore,  that  the  application  for  the  attachment  in 
the  nature  of  a  ca,  sa.  was  improperly  denied,  and  that  the 
order  should  be  reversed,  and  the  order  Jbr  the  attadmient 
granted,  with  costs. 


•  *• 


SUPREME  COUET, 

DwiGHT  Loveland,  appellant  agt.  Elisha  N.  Atwood, 

respondent. 

K  notice  qf  appeai  from  tk  jnetioe's  Judgment,  vnder  §S71  of  the  Code,  which 
specified  the  following  grounds,  was  hM  wayffident,  to  require  an  offer  from 
■the  respondent,  to  wit :  Ist.  That  the  justice  had  not  jurisdiction  of  the  case, 
because  the  parties  were  tenants  in  common  of  the  subject  matter. 

2d.  The  justice  erred  in  allowing  plaintiff  for  hay,  as  the  defendant  foinished 
aU  the  hay  necessary  to  winter  out  the  stock. 

8d«  The  damages  were  excessive. 

4th.  There  was  no  e-vidence  to  warnoit  a  judgment  for  theplakitiff  above  IS. 

6th.  The  justice  erred  in  receiving  in  evidence  the  written  oontraot. 

6th.  The  defendant  demands  a  new  trial,  because  the  claim  of  each  party  in  his 
pleadings  was  above  150,  and  the  judgment  is  above  $50: 

7th.  That  the  case  was  without  evidence  to  sustain  a  judgment  for  $79. 

A  notice  purporting  to  state  the  grounds  qf  appeal  without  intimation  of  farther 
claim,  does  not  require  a»  offer  from  the  respondent  at  his  peril,  even  though 
Bome  one  or  more  of  the  grounds  of  appeel  might  be  construed  into  a  sufficient 
<lemand  for  a  modification,  had  that  purpose  been  pointed  out  (Potieii,  J.  di»> 
40n/ecL) 

Fourth  Judicial  District  General  Term  Jidy,  1866. 

Be/ore  Bockes,  James,  Rosekeans  and  Potter,  Jmtices, 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  a  county  judge. 

This  cause  arose  in  a  justice's  court,  and  on  its  trial  there 
a  verdict  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  for  $79.  Hhe  defend- 
ant appealed,  and  on  the  trial  in  the  county  court  the  plain- 
tiff had  a  verdict  for  but  $39.  Each  party  presented  a  bifl 
of  Costs  for  adjustment.  The  clerk  allowed  the  plaintiff's 
bill  and  disallowed  the  defendant's.  The  defendant  appealed 
to  the  county  judge,  and  he  reversed  the  decision  of  the 
clerk,  and  ordered  that  the  defendant's  costs  be  adjusted 
and  inserted  in  the  judgment^  and  that  plaintiff's  costs  be 
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disallowed.    From  this  order  of  the  county  judge  comes  this 
appeal 

The  notice  of  appeal  from  the  justices'  court  to  the  county 
court,  did  not  claim  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  should 
have  been  more  favorable  to  the  defendant.  It  assigned  the 
following  grounds  of  error: 

1.  That  the  justice  had  not  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  because 
the  parties  were  tenants  in  common  of  the  subject  matter. 

2.  The  justice  erred  in  allowing  plaintiff  for  hay,  as  the 
defendant  furnished  aU  the  hay  necessary  to  winker  out  the 
stock. 

3.  The  damages  were  excessiye. 

4  There  was  no  evidence  to  warrant  a  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  above  $5. 

6.  The  justice  erred  in  receiving  in  evidence  the  written 
contract. 

6.  The  defendant  demands  a  new  trial,  because  the  claim 
of  each  party  in  his  pleadings  was  above  $50,  and  the  judg- 
ment is  above  $50. 

7.  That  the  case  was  without  evidence  to  sustain  a  judg- 
ment for  $79. 

J.  IJLkQo^^Eyfor  pUdrdiff. 

D.  Maoone,  Jb.,  far  defendotmJt. 

By  the  cruris  Jambs,  J.  By  section  371  of  the  Code,  as 
amended  in  1864,  costs  are  allowed  to  the  prevailing  party 
in  judgments  rendered  on  appeal  in  county  courts  in  all 
oases,  except  as  therein  specified.  The  pLuntiff  was  the 
prevailing  party,  and  was  entitled  to  costs  on  the  appeal  in 
this  Case,  unless  it  comes  within  some  of  the  exceptions. 

To  secure  an  appellant  the  advantages  given  by  section 
371,  in  case  he  reduce  the  recoveay  beloW,  his  notice  of  appeal 
must  state  the  particular,  or  particulars  wherein  he  claims 
the  judgment  below  should  have  been  more  favorable  to  him, 
in  which  case  the  respondent  must,  within  fifteen  days,  serve 
an  offer  in  writing  to  allow  the  judgment  to  be  corrected  in 
the  manner  mentioned  in  such  notice^  or  the  appellant  wiQ 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.  459 


LoyeUnd  agt.  Atwood. 


be  entitled  to  costs,  if  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  conrt 
is  more  favorable  than  the  judgment  below« 

In  this  case  no  offer  was  made,  the  judgment  on  the  appeal 
was  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than  the  judgment 
below,  and  therefore  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  notice 
was  sufficient  to  require  an  offer  from  the  respondent 

In  Wallace  agt  Patterson  (29  How.  170),  we  overruled  so 
much  of  the  case  of  Fox  agt  Nellis  (25  How.  144),  as  held 
that  the  statement  in  a  notice  of  appeal  *^  that  the  judgment 
below  is  for  too  large  a  sum/*  was  a  sufficient  compliance 
with  the  requirements  of  section  371  of  the  Code,  and 
approved  of  the  rule  in  Forsyth  agt  Ferguson  (27  How.  69), 
that  *'  the  notice  of  appeal  should  indicate  clearly  to  the 
respondent  the  particulars  in  which  the  judgment  should  be 
modified ;  that  it  should  specify,  separate  or  distinguish,  in 
a  tangible  form,  the  changes  demanded,  so  that  the  respon- 
dent might  know  and  comprehend  what  was  asked;  that 
terms  of  a  general  nature  were  not  sufficient."  And  we  fur- 
ther held,  that  where  the  appellant  desired  to  avail  himself 
of  the  advantages  of  section  371,  if  more  successful  on  the 
appeal  than  in  the  court  below,  his  notice  should  point  out 
in  plain,  clear  and  specific  language,  the  particulars  wherein 
a  modification  was  demanded,  so  that  the  respondent  could 
know  precisely  what  was  claimed.  In  a  recent  case,  Chray 
agt.  Hannah  (30  HoiOn  155),  the  court  went  even  further,  aijid 
held,  that  "  unless  such  a  specification  is  made  by  the  appel- 
lant, the  respondent  is  not  bound  to  make  an  offer." 

A  notice  of  appeal  is  the  preliminary  step  to  remove  a 
cause  from  a  justices'  court  into  the  county  court.  By  section 
353  of  the  Code,  such  notice  is  required  to  state  the  grounds 
for  appeal  and  the  error  complained  of.  If  it  do  so,  and 
complies  with  the  other  requirements  of  the  Code,  the  cause 
IS  transferred  to  the  appellate  court.  If  it  is  a  ground  of 
complaint  that  the  judgment  is  for  too  much,  or  should  in 
any  particular  be  made  more  favorable,  and  the  respondent 
desired  to  consent  to  such  modification,  under  the  penalty 
of  paying  costs  if  he  do  not,  and  the  recovery  is  reduced, 
the  notice,  bv  the  reauirement  of  section  371,  should  set 
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forth  the  particulars  wherein  the  modification  ifl  desired. 
The  notice  of  appeal  is  thus  made  to  perform  a  double 
office,  and  where  that  is  desired,  the  double  purpose  should 
be  made  distinctiy  to  appear.  A  notice  purporting  only  to 
state  the  grounds  of  appeal,  without  intimation  of  further 
claim,  does  ^ot  require  an  offer  from  the  respondent  at  his 
peril,  even  though  some  one  or  more  of  the  groimds  of 
appeal,  might  be  construed  into  a  sufficient  demand  for  a 
modification  had  that  purpose  been  pointed  out. 

The  intent  of  that  particular  provision  of  section  371,  was 
to  give  parties  an  opportunity,  if  so  disposed,  to  correct  an 
unfair  or  unjust  jud^ent,  at  their  own  option  and  wiiiout 
further  litigation  or  expense.  In  Forsyth  agt.  Ferguson 
(supra),  the  court  said,  "  the  statute  should  be  so  construed 
as  to  render  it  a  valuable  and  practical  improvement ;  and 
unless  the  appellant  is  required  to  do  something  more  than 
merely  allege  error  as  his  ground  of  appeal,  the  statute 
becomes  a  trap  and  a  snare,  and  defeats  the  object  of  its 
enactment."  It  is  therefore  but  just  and  right,  to  require 
the  appellant,  in  order  to  avail  himself  of  this  provision  of 
the  Code,  fully  to  comply  with  all  its  requirements,  and  point 
out  in  his  notice  the  particulars  wherein  modification  is 
claimed,  and  in  such  a  manner  as  to  indicate  that  a  reduc- 
tion of  the  judgment  is  demanded.  As  was  said  in  Grai/ 
agt.  Hannah  (supra),  "  a  party  who  seeks  to  throw  upon  his 
adversary  the  hazard  of  further  litigation,  should  take  his 
ground  and  put  the  opposite  party  on  his  guard  in  clear, 
expUcit  and  not  doubtful  language,  in  his  notice  of  appeal*' 

The  last  legislature,  in  part,  remedied  the  uncertainty  of 
this  section  by  an  amendment,  requiring  appellants,  if  they 
intend  to  claim  that  the  judgment  is  less  favorable  to  them 
in  amoimt  than  it  should  have  been,  to  state  what  should 
have  been  its  amount. 

In  this  case  the  notice  contained  no  specifications,  other 
than  stated,  as  grounds  of  appeal.  No  intimation  was  given 
that  the  judgment  was  claimed  as  more  unfavorable  than  it 
should  have  been,  if  the  respondent  was  to  have  judgment 
at  aU.    The  general  feature  of  the  notice  of  appeal  was  that 
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the  judgment  below  was  erroneous  and  without  evidence  to 
support  it,  but  that  went  to  the  whole  judgment  and  ^ot  to 
a  modification.  The  notice  no  where  pointed  out,  or  par- 
ticularized, wherein  the  judgment  shotdd  have  been  more 
favorable  to  the  appellant.  The  ground  first  taken  in  the 
notice  of  appeal  is  to  the  jurisdiction ;  the  fflli  to  error  in 
admitting  certain  testimony ;  the  sisdtlh  and  seventh  that  the 
judgment  was  without  evidence  to  support  it,  and  all  these 
are  for  reversal,  go  to  the  whole  judgment  and  not  to  its 
modification.  The  third  ground  of  error  is,  that  the  judg- 
ment was  excessive ;  and  the/cwr^A,  that  there  was  not  any 
evidence  to  warrant  a  judgment  for  plaintiff  for  a  sum 
exceeding  $5.  These  were  too  general ;  in  neither  is  any- 
thing particularized  whereby  the  plaintiff  could  determine 
what  was  intended ;  it  was  not  conceded  that  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  a  judgment  for  $6,  or  asserted  that  all  above  that 
sum  was  unjust.  The  aeocynd  ground  of  appecd  comes  nearest 
to  the  requirements  of  section  371  of  any ;  it  alludes  to  an 
article  as  improperly  allowed,  but  does  not  assert  that  it  was 
allowed,  or  the  extent  of  such  allowance,  or  state  how  much 
should  be  the  modification. 

There  was  not,  therefore,  in  this  notice  of  appeal,  sufficient 
to  require  an  offer  for  a  modification  of  the  judgment  from 
the  respondent. 

The  plaintiff  was  the  prevailing  party  on  the  appeal ;  the 
ease  was  not  within  any  of  the  exceptions  to  his  recovery 
of  costs,  and  he  was  therefore  entitled  to  his  costs  of  the 
action. 

The  order  of  the  county  judge  is  reversed,  with  $10  costs 
of  this  appeal,  and  $10  costs  of  appeal  before  the  county 
judge. 

PoTTEB,  J.,  dissented. 
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Joseph  A.  Cutter,  Beceiver  of  the  property  of  Psteb  Beillt 

agi  Peter  Beillt,  Miles  O'Eeillt,  and O'Beillt, 

wife  of  said  Miles  0*Beilly,  and  Ann  Beilly,  wife  of 
Peter  Beilly. 

In  ftn  action  brought  by  a  receiver,  in  snpplementaiy  proceedings,  and  in  porBQ- 
ance  of  the  order  appointing  him,  to  set  aside  a  oonyejanoe  of  real  estate  made 
by  the  judgment  debtor,  to  a  third  person,  and  the  defendant  sucoeeds  on  the 
trial,  the  judgment  creditors  of  the  debtor,  who  are  not  parties  to  the  action, 
and  took  no  part  in  its  prosecution,  are  not  liable  for  the  cotts  of  the  action 
{^bUomngihe  decision inthecase  of  WTieder  agt.  Wright,  28  Sow,  Pr.  M,  228), 

The  law  making  parties  in  interest  liable  for  costs,  was  not  intended  to  apply  to 
actions  brought  in  the  name  of  sheriffs,  receivers,  clerks  or  other  officers  of  the 
court,  although  third  parties  might  be  interested  in  the  recovery,  unless  the 
action  was  brought  at  the  sole  suggestion  and  urgency  of  such  parties,  and  virtu- 
ally conducted  by  them,  and  especially  so,  to  a  case  where  the  action  was 
brought  by  direction  of  the  court. 

Special  Term  August,  1866. 

An  action  was  commenced  on  or  about  the  month  of 
Jannary,  1863,  by  the  above  named  plaintiff,  as  receiver  of 
all  the  property  of  Peter  Beilly,  one  of  the  above  named 
defendants.  The  plaintiff,  Joseph  A.  Cutter,  was  appointed 
as  such  receiver  in  proceedings  supplementary  to  execution 
had  in  a  certain  action,  wherein  Peter  Woods  and  John 
Woods  were  plaintiffs  and  Peter  Beilly  was  defendant,  and 
wherein  a  judgment  in  favor  of  said  Peter  Woods  and  John 
Woods,  and  against  the  said  Peter  BeiUy,  had  been  entered 
for  $91.09.  The  above  entitled  action  was  brought  to  set 
aside  certain  conveyances  of  real  estate  made  by  the  said 
Peter  Beilly,  as  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  creditors.  At 
the  time  of  bringing  the  action,  said  Peter  Woods  and  John 
Woods  were  judgment  creditors  of  said  Peter  Beilly,  and  it 
was  alleged  that  they  were  beneficially  interested  in  any 
recovery  which  might  be  had  in  said  action.  The  action 
was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  MoCunn  in  January,  1864,  who 
found  for  the  defendants  herein,  dismissing  the  complaint 
with  costs  against  the  plaintiff,  and  deciding  that  said  con- 
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vejances  were  not  frandolent  and  void  as  against  creditors. 
The  defendants'  attorney  caused,  upon  notice  to  the  plain- 
tiff, the  costs  of  the  defendants  herein  to  be  taxed  at  $50^65, 
and  a  judgment  therefor  to  be  duly  entered  with  the  clerk 
of  this  court,  and  a  transcript  to  be  filed  and  docketed  with 
the  clerk  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York.  On  or  about 
the  7th  of  August,  1866,  an  execution  was  issued  upon  said 
judgment  to  the  sheriff  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York, 
for  the  collection  thereof,  which  execution  was  subsequently 
returned  by  said  sheriff,  unsatisfied,  for  want  of  property  of 
the  defendants  to  satisfy  the  same. 

Upon  a  statement  of  such  facts,  an  order  of  Hon.  JoHH 
M.  Baeboub,  a  justice  of  this  court,  was  made  on  the  27th 
August,  1866,  requiring  said  Peter  Woods  and  John  Woods, 
creditors  aforesaid,  to  show  cause  at  a  special  term  of  this 
court,  on  the  30th  day  of  August,  1866,  why  they  and  each 
of  them,  should  not  be  made  liable  for  the  costs  recovered 
as  aforesaid,  against  the  plaintiff,  and  the  payment  of  the 
same  enforced  by  attachment,  together  with  the  costs  of  the 
motion,  &c, 

S.  TtJTTLE, /or  defendants. 
D.  M.  "Po^TEBiyfor  plmntiffa, 

BoBEBTSOK,  Ch.  J.  This  is  a  motion  to  compel  judgment 
creditors  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  defenses  of  a  suit  brought 
by  a  receiver  appointed  in  a  supplementary  proceeding  taken 
by  them  on  execution  against  a  judgment  debtor.  The  Code 
provides  (§  321),  that  a  person,  of  whom  a  cause  of  action 
shall  become  the  property,  after  the  commencement  of  an 
action  upon  it,  shall  be  liable  for  the  costs  in  like  manner  as 
if  a  party  ;  and  the  Bevised  Statutes  (2c2  vd,  619,  §  44)  and 
the  Laws  of  1849  {chap.  390),  provides  that  a  person  "  6ene- 
ficuiUy  mterested  "  in  the  recovery  in  an  action  brought  in  the 
name  of  anofher^  shaU  be  as  much  liable  for  costs  as  a 
plaintiff. 

In  the  case  of  Whitney  agt.  Cooper  (1  HUTs  B.  632),  it  was 
held  that  persons  holding  a  mortgage  or  lien  were  included 
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in  such  definition.  It  was  also  held  therein,  that  bringing  an 
action  might  be  by  retaining  an  attorney,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, or  engaging  to  pay  his  expenses,  but  it  must  be  by 
some  action  on  his  part. 

In  Cdvar'd  agt.  Oliver  (7  Wend.^R.  497),  it  was  held  that 
a  cestui  que  trust  came  within  the  statute.  In  the  first  cited 
case,  however,  the  court  consider  the  statute  intended  to 
cover  all  cases  where  the  interest  of  the  party  sought  to  be 
charged  would  be  protected  against  the  nominal  assignee. 

In  the  case  of  JfefiBer  agt.  Franldin  (20  Wend.  B.  630),  it 
was  held  that  a  person  to  whom  a  verdict  had  been  assigned 
as  collateral  security,  was  not  liable  for  any  costs,  and  as  the 
court  strongly  intimate,  not  even  if  he  had  taken  part  in  the 
prosecution. 

In  Bliss  agt.  Otis  (1  Demo's  B.  656),  and  Giles  agt.  HdUmrt 
(2  Kern,  B.  32),  it  was  held  that  an  interest  to  any  extent  in 
a  recovery  accompanied  by  interference  and  management  of 
the  suit,  made  the  party  interfering  liable. 

Ther^  is  no  eTidenc^  in  tins  cL  of  any  interference  by 
the  jndgdment  creditors  in  the  suit,  either  by  directing  it  to 
be  brought  or  subsequently  taking  any  active  managing  part 
in  it.  This  alone  wonld  be  sufficient  to  exempt  from  liability 
as  having  brought  it,  and  they  were  not  the  only  parties  inter- 
ested. The  receiver  had  an  interest  in  his  commissions  and 
costs,  and  was  liable  to  any  other  parties  for  their  share  of 
any  of  the  proceeds  of  any  judgment. 

But  I  think  the  law  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  cases  of 
actions  brought  in  the  name  of  sheriffs,  receivers,  clerks  or 
other  officers  of  the  court,  although  third  parties  might  be 
interested  in  the  recovery,  unless  the  action  was  brought  at 
the  sole  suggestion  and  urgency  of  such  parties,  and  it  was 
virtually  conducted  by  them,  and  especially  so  to  a  case 
where  L  action  was  brought  by  direction  or  leave  of  the 
court.  The  case  of  Wheder  agt.  Wright  (23  How.  228),  is 
directiy  in  point,  and  must  govern  this  case. 

Motion  denied,  with  seven  dollars  costs.  Order  to  be  set- 
tled on  two  days'  notice. 


NEW  YOEK  PRAOnOE  REPORTa       475 

Graley  agt.  Graley. 


NEW  TOBK  SUPERIOR  COURT 
R08INA  Gbalet  agt.  James  Gralet. 

Where  a  defendant  in  an  action  of  divorce  is  imprisoned  for  the  non-payment  of 
alimony,  he  can  be  relieyed  from  imprisonment  only  under  the  proyisions  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  {2d  vdL  p.  538,  §  20,  in  rtiaiion  to  proceedings  fcr  contempts 
in  dtU  (icUons,  Ac), 

In  this  case  the  defendant  on  motion  for  a  discharge,  and  for  a  reduction  of  ali- 
mony, was  discharged  on  his  paying  the  amount  due  for  alimony  for  which  he 
was  committed.  And  on  paying  the  amount  accrued  during  his  imprisonment, 
the  order  for  alimony  was  reduced  to  $10  per  week. 

Special  Term  September  10,  1866. 

Aj7  action  was  commenced  by  the  plaintiff  against  the 
defendant  for  a  divorce,  a  vinculo  mcUrimoni,  on  the  ground 
of  adultery.  The  defendant  did  not  appear  or  answer. 
Plaintiff's  attorneys  obtained  an  order  of  reference  to  take 
the  testimony  and  report  to  the  court,  with  opinion,  Ac.  An 
ex  parte  order  was  made  by  the  court  npon  affidavits,  show- 
ing the  amount  of  defendants'  income  for  Siiimonj  pende7de 
lite  to  the  amount  of  $12.50  per  week.  This  was  for  some 
time  punctually  paid.  The  defendants'  income  having  finally 
become  much  less  than  when  the  aforesaid  order  for  alimony 
was  made,  he  was  unable  to  pay  the  amount  ordered  by  the 
court,  and  therefore  failed  to  comply  with  the  order.  An 
attachment  was  issued  against  him  for  contempt,  and  he  was 
sent  to  Ludlow  street  jail.  After  remaining  there  a  month, 
he  was  released  by  consent  of  plaintiffs'  attorneys,  on  pay- 
ing the  amount  for  which  he  was  committed,  and  costs.  He 
did  not  pay  the  amount  of  alimony  which  accrued  while  he 
was  in  jail.  A  motion  was  then  made  upon  affidavits,  show- 
ing his  imprisonment,  and  also  a  decrease  in  his  income,  and 
the  ability  of  the  wife  to  earn  $8  per  week  at  her  trade,  for 
a  reduction  of  the  amount  of  alimony  to  be  paid,  coupled 
with  a  request  to  the  court  to  remit  the  payment  of  the  ali- 
mony which  accrued  during  his  imprisonment,  on  the  ground 
that  his  imprisonment  satisfied  the  order  of  the  court.  There 
has  been  no  decree  of  divorce  in  the  case ;  it  is  still  before 
the  referee. 
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J.  F.  MiLLBB, /or  defendant  and  for  motwru 
BiBDSALL  &  BiSGOODy  oUomeySy  and 
Thomas  Bisoood,  counsel/or  plaint^y  opposed. 

BoBEBTSON»  Ch.  J.  As  to  the  application  of  the  defend- 
ant to  be  relieyed  from  paying  the  alimonj  ahready  ordered, 
I  think  the  court  can  only  relieve  him  xmder  the  provisions 
of  the  Bevised  Statutes  {%d  vd.  538,  §  20).  When  he  makes 
a  disclosure  somewhat  similar  ^to  other  imprisoned  debtors 
desiring  a  discharge,  he  simply  denies  his  present  ability  to 
pay.  The  order  for  aUmony  was  undoubtedly  made  on  due 
evidence  of  his  means.  He  has  allowed  the  order  to  remain 
for  over  five  months  before  he  was  attached,  and  even  until 
the  present  time,  some  two  months  more,  without  asking  for 
a  modification.  He  had  no  right  to  dispose  of  his  earnings 
otherwise,  and  leave  his  wife  and  children  without  the  sup- 
port ordered,  and  then  ask  the  court  as  a  favor  to  discharge 
him.  The  affidavits,  however,  disclose  a  diminution  of 
income,  and  during  his  imprisonment  he,  of  course,  earned 
nothing.  The  order  for  his  commitment  may  be  discharged 
on  hip  paying  the  amount  due  for  alimony  for  which  he  was 
committed.  The  order  for  alimony  during  his  imprisonment 
may  be  considered  as  suspended,  and,  on  paying  such 
amount,  the  order  for  alimony  may  be  reduced  to  ten  dollars 
a  week. 


•  ♦» 


SUPBEME  OOUBT. 

William  Niblo  agt.  John  Binsss,  executor,  and  Louisa 
La  Fabos,  executrix  of  Johk  La  Fabge,  deceased. 

On  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  epecial  term  granting  costs  againtt  exeetOort, 
where  the  Judge,  on  the  motion,  finds  that  the  application  to  the  exeontors  waa 
sufficient,  and  that  they  should  hare  q^ered  io  r^er,  the  general  tatrn  will  not 
review  hia  finding  of  facts  on  that  question. 

An  eoBbra  aJBowanoe  of  costs  against  executors  depends  on  the  same  inquiry  as  the 
question  of  the  recoyery  of  costs  against  them. 

Where,  aftor  the  entry  of  Judgment  against  executors,  the  judge  at  special  teno 
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decides  the  qnestion  of  costs  and  an  extra  allowance  in  tKvor  of  the  plaintii!^  it 
is  proper  to  have  the  order  entered  fiunopro  tunc,  as  of  the  day  of  entering  tha 
judgment. 

New  York  ChrvercH  Term  September,  1865. 

Present  Ingraham,  P.  J.,  Leonabd  and  Sutherland, 
Justices. 

A  MOTION  was  made  by  the  defendants  in  this  case  at 
special  term  to  set  aside  the  costs  entered  in  the  judgment 
in  this  action  against  the  defendants  as  executors,  as  irregu- 
lar— coFts  not  haying  been  allowed  the  plaintiff  by  special 
leave  of  the  court.  The  plaintiff  made  a  cross  motion  for  an 
extra  allowance  of  costs,  against  the  defendants,  in  addition 
to  the  general  costs  in  the  action.  Judge  Ingraham,  before 
whom  the  motions  were  heard,  made  the  following  decision : 
"  I  think  the  application  to  the  executors  sufficient,  and  that 
they  should  have  offered  to  refer.  The  motion  is  denied, 
and  the  order  for  costs,  &c.,  to  be  entered  nunc  pro  tunc  is 
granted  on  payment  of  costs.''  From  this  decision  the 
defendants  appealed  to  the  general  term. 

T.  J.  GLOYER,/or  defendants^  appeUUmts.    {His  Points  on 
appeal  from  order  granting  costs  nunc  pro  tunc,) 

I.  It  was  irregular  to  enter  judgment  for  costs  against  these 
executors,  without  special  leave  of  the  court.  (Mulherans* 
EocectUors  agt.  CHUespie,  12  Wend.  355,  citing  Potter  agt.  Ely^ 
6  Wend.  74;  Palmefr  agt.  Palmer,  Id.  91;  NicJujlson  agt. 
Showerman,  6  Id.  554,  and  mxmy  other  oases  not  reported ;  (7ar- 
hart  agt.  BlmsdeWs  Executors,  18  Wend.  531,  532;  Knapp 
agt.  GurtisSy  6  HiR,  386 ;  Comstock  agt.  Olmstead,  6  How.  77 ; 
Stephenson  agt.  Clark,  12  How.  282  ;  Proude  agt.  Whiton,  15 
How.  304 ;  ojfflrmed  al  General  Term,  305,  note  ;  Buckovt  agt, 
Hunt,  16  H(yw.  411, 412  ;  Mersereau  agt.  Byers,  12.Hoiv.  300.) 

H.  It  is  clear  and  evident,  upon  these  papers,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  no  right  to  recover  costs.  (2  B.  S.  p.  90,  §  41, 
Ist  ed.;  3  B.  8.  p.  176,  §  46,  6th  ed.;  Code,  §  317.) 

1.  There  is  no  pretense  that  the  plaintiff  ever  offered  to 
refer. 
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2.  The  defendants  both  testify  that  they  never  refused  to 
refer. 

3.  They  were  not  hound  to  offer  to  refer.  It  must  appear 
that  the  defendants  refused  in  the  language  of  the  statutes. 

4.  The  rejection  of  the  demand  (if  it  had  been  unquali- 
fiedly rejected)  would  not  have  been  equivalent  to  a  refusal 
to  refer.  {Stephenson  agt.  Clarky  Proude  agt  WhUon^  Buck- 
out  agt.  Hurd^  supra.) 

5.  The  only  appKcation  to  them  was  by  Hitchings,  on  25th 
February,  1859 ;  it  was  a  demand  of  payment,  and  nothing 
more. 

UL  It  was  a  palpable  injustice  on  the  hearing  of  the 
defendants  motion,  to  set  aside  the  irregular  entry  of  costs, 
to  make  an  order  nunc  p  o  tunc,  allowing  costs  against  execu- 
tors, foimded  upon  the  plaintiJBT's  affidavit,  which  the  defend- 
ant never  had  any  opportunity  to  answer  ( Winne  agt.  Van 
Schaick,  9  Wend.  448). 

rV.  The  opinion  given  on  the  decision  rests  upon  the  sup- 
posed duty  of  the  executors  to  offer  to  refer.  The  preamble 
to  the  order  rests  it  upon  our  "  unreasonable "  resistance. 
Thus  we  are  convicted  of  an  offense  which  subjects  us  per- 
sonally to  the  costs,  without  accusation,  without  notice,  and 
without  being  heard. 

V.  The  counsel  who  drew  the  order  evidently  thought  the 
only  ground  for  imposing  costs  was  '^  unreasonable  resist- 
ance ;*'  he  supposed  we  could  be  deemed  to  have  refused  to 
refer.  It  was  certainly  bold,  if  not  fair,  to  draw  the  order  in 
that  form.  It  was  entered  without  notice  of  settlement.  It 
was  not  in  accordance  with  the  opinion,  and  must  have  been 
imposed  upon  the  court. 

YI.  The  allegations  of  unreasonable  resistance  is  a  bold 
pretense,  without  the  slightest  justification.  We  have  recov- 
ered judgment  twice  in  this  case,  once  on  the  report  of  Judge 
Mitchell,  and  once  at  the  general  term. 

The  very  ground  of  recovery  shows  that  the  executors 
could  not  safely  have  paid  without  resistance.  In  the  language 
of  Judge  Brown,  it  was  their  duty  to  resist  to  the  utmost. 

The  defendants  established  a  reduction  of  the  original 
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demand,  $211,  which  the  plaintiff  had  omitted  to  credit.  A 
pai-t  of  the  recovery,  viz :  $969.50,  except  $142,  was  not 
mcludedinpkmti£f8demana,norinluscomplamt.  Besides, 
it  will  be  found  that  five  years  interest  on  $2,600,  will  have 
to  be  deducted  from  the  judgment.  If  there  was  no  ground 
for  resisting,  how  was  it  a  difficult  and  exteaordinary  case? 
Defefndarda  Points  on  appeal  from  order  f(yr  extra  cHhovxmoe. 

1.  The  statute  forbids  the  recovery  of  any  costs  against 
executors,  unless  payment  was  unreasofuMy  resisted,  or  they 
refused  to  refer  the  claim  under  the  statute.  (2  B.  8.  p.  90| 
§  41,  4ih  ed.;  Code,  §  317.) 

2.  Extra  allowance  under  the  Code  are  apart  of  the  allow- 
ances for  costs,  and  are  equally  within  the  prohibition  or 
exception  relating  to  executors.  Allowances  are  termed 
costs  {Code,  §  303) ;  extra  allowances  are  termed  further 
allowances  {Code,  §  309 ;  Mersereau  agt.  Byers^  adm,  12 
How.  300). 

3.  No  order  having  been  obtained  for  the  recovery  of  the 
general  costs  in  the  cause  prior  to  the  motion  for  extra  allow- 
ance, no  costs  could  be  granted  {Mersereau  agt.  Byers*  adm. 
12  How.  300). 

4.  The  referee  had  no  power  to  allow  costs.  {Mersereau 
agt.  Byers'  adm.  supra;  Buckout  agt.  HurU,  16  How.  407, 
411.) 

5.  The  motion  of  the  plaintiff  was  confined  expressly  to 
an  extra  allowance. 

6.  There  was  no  pretense  that  the  plaintiff  had  ever  offered 
to  refer,  or  that  the  defendants  had  refused  to  refer. 

The  affidavit  of  both  defendants  is  positive  that  there 
never  was  any  refusal  to  refer.  Neither  was  there  any  pre- 
tense that  the  resistance  to  the  claim  was  imreasonable. 

The  judgment  on  the  report  of  Judge  Mitchell,  dismiss- 
ing the  complaint,  and  the  affirmance  of  that  judgment  by 
the  general  term  of  this  court,  are  conclusive  on  this  subject 
apart  from  the  facts  of  the  case. 

7.  The  order  ought  to  be  reversed,  with  costs. 

E.  P.  CoynjEBf  for  pllmntiff,  respondent. 
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By  the  courts  Leonabd.  J.  The  judge  before  whom  this 
motion  was  heard  at  special  term^  found  that  payment  had 
been  demanded  before  action,  and  unreasonably  resisted.  I 
am  unable  to  perceive  that  I  can  find  the  fact  better  than  he. 
The  facts  were  before  him  ;  he  passed  upon  them,  and  I 
cannot  undertake  to  say  that  he  found  them  incorrectly.  It 
is  not  usual  to  review  facts  when  they  have  been  found  by 
the  judge  who  heard  the  motion. 

The  allowance,  in  addition  to  costs,  depends  on  the  same 
inquiry  as  the  question  of  the  recovery  of  costs. 

The  judge  had  the  power  to  direct  his  order  to  be  so 
entered  as  to  prevent  the  necessity  of  another  motion,  or  the 
useless  proceeding  of  re-entering  the  judgment.  Having 
decided  the  question  of  costs  and  allowance  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  it  was  proper  to  have  the  order  entered  nunc  pro 
tunc 

I  think  the  two  orders  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed, 
with  $10  costs. 
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appellant. 

An  equUabk  aadonfor  the  odmeamtrerMrU  qf  dowers  is  Bosiamable  under  the  Code. 
Courts  of  equity  have  always  had  jurisdiction,  ooncnrrently  with  courts  of  law 
in  such  actions. 

If  it  be  also  an  action  of  efectment  for  the  recoyeiy  of  dower,  there  is  no  difficulty 
In  the  junction  of  the  two.  Tourts  of  equity  have  always  administered  other 
equities  in  coqjunotion  with  such  admeasurement. 

But  an  the  boundaries  of  jurisdiction  and  distinctions,  between  causes  of  action 
as  legal  or  equitable  being  remoyed,  there  seems  no  reason,  why  all  the  relief 
to  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  should  not  be  given  in  on4  aoUon. 

In  an  action  to  recover  dower,  where  the  court  adjudge  that  the  plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  dower,  it  may  appoint  a  referee  to  ddmeasure  the  plaintiff's  dower,  and 
assess  her  damages  by  loss  qf  rents  andprqftts,  instead  of  the  three  freeholders 
formerly  required  in  an  action  of  ^ecbnentfor  dower.  (2  jR.  &  312,  §  48,  »u&.  1 ; 
Jdp.  310,  §§36  to  47;)  or  tk  special  petUUm  (id.  489,  §  10). 

Where  a  r^ereeis  appointed  for  the  purpose  of  admeasuring  and  assigning 
dower,  Ac.,  the  defendant  waives  exery  objection,  except  a  want  of  jurisdiction 
and  even  a  rigfU  of  appeal  from  the  order  of  reference,  by  litigating  before  the 
referee  without  such  appeal,  and  by  filing  exceptions  to  the  report. 

On  appeal  also,  such  an  error  in  the  proceeding  as  admeasuring  dower  by  a 
r^eree,  instead  of  the  three  freeholders,  should  be  disregarded,  as  not  affecting 
the  substantial  rights  of  the  defendant. 

A  plaintiff  is  entitled  as  dower,  to  one-4hird  of  the  land  according  to  its  vatue  at 
the  Hme  qf  its  aHenoHon  by  the  husband ;  and  is  not  to  be  allowed  for  any 
increase  in  value  since,  or  any  improvements.  But  the  improvements  may  be 
assigned  as  a  part  of  the  dower  provided  they  are  not  taken  into  account  in 
admeasftring  the  dower ;  although  if  an  assignment  be  otherwise  practicable 
they  are  not  to  be  included. 

Where  a  referee  has  exercised  his  discretion  in  assigning  improvemerUs  as  a  part  of 
the  plaintiff's  dower,  which  decision  h|Ui  been  passed  upon  by  a  judge  at  speoial 
term,  such  decision  should  not  be  disturbed  on  appeaL 

In  this  case  the  taxes  before  the  six  years  to  which  the  inquiry  of  valuation  of 
premises,  &g,,  was  limited,  were  prcperly  excluded  by  the  referee,  as  was  also 
the  rate  paid  for  the  use  of  Oroton  water  by  the  defendant.  Also  any  amount 
paid  for  omamental  loork  or  repairs  to  tfie  additions  or  improvements  was  pro- 
periy  excluded. 

This  is  an  action  nnder  the  Code  (in  the  nature  of  a  suit 
in  equity),  to  recover  plaintiff's  dower  in  twelve  lots  of  land 
and  a  dwelling  house  at  Harlem,  conveyed  by  plaintiff's 
husband  in  his  life  time  to  defendant,  and  occupied  by  the 
alienee  at  all  times  thereafter. 

The  complaint  alleges  these  facts,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
Vol.  XXXL  81 
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Hundred  and  Twenty-fifth  and  One  Hundred  and  Twentj- 
sixth  streets,  New  York. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Hon.  J.  M.  Bakboub  on  the 
28th  day  of  October,  1863,  and  the  justice  found  that  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  dower,  and  that  in  Noyember,  1855,  and 
subsequently,  she  had  demanded  the  dower  of  defendant, 
and  that  he  refused  to  comply  with  the  demand.  That 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  one-third  of  the  rents  from  27th  day 
of  October,  1855,  up  to  the  time  of  such  finding,  with  certain 
deductions,  and  directed  a  reference  to  assign  the  dower  and 
set  aside  particular  lands. 

An  order  of  reference  was  thereupon  made  to  D.  P.  Ingra- 
ham,  Jr.  The  reference  proceeded  before  Mr.  Ingraham, 
who,  on  the  1st  of  September,  1864,  made  his  report,  setting 
aside  to  the  widow  the  dwelling  house  upon  the  premises, 
with  all  its  improvements,  and  three  lots  of  land ;  and  that 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  receiye  $679.15  for  rents. 

The  report  was  sent  back  for  a  more  specific  report  as  to 
the  yalue  of  the  house  and  these  lots. 

A  supplemental  report  was  made  November  29th,  1864. 

These  reports  were  confirmed  December  5,  1864,  and 
judgment  entered  accordingly. 

I.  The  justice  erroneously  finds  that  demand  of  dower  was 
made  and  refused  in  November,  1856. 

The  only  evidence  as  to  demand  is  contained  at  folios  11, 
12,  26.  The  only  positive  evidence  of  demand  is  the  written 
demand  at  fol.  26,  which  was  made  June  18, 1863. 

n.  The  widow  is  only  entitled  to  damages,  or  rents  as 
damages,  from  the  time  of  demand  of  dower ;  and  the  dam- 
ages are  not  to  be  estimated  on  any  improvements  made 
after  death  of  the  husband  (3  R.  8.  5th  ed.  33,  §§  20,  21). 

The  justice,  therefore,  erred  in  finding  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  one-third  of  the  rents  from  October  17, 1855. 

m.  The  justice  erred  in  sending  the  proceedings  to  a 
referee  to  assign  the  dower.  There  are  but  two  methods  pre- 
scribed by  statute  to  recover  dower. 

1.  Ejectment  for  dower  (3  B.  S.  5th  ed.  592). 

2.  Proceedings  by  petition  to  the  supreme  court,  county 
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court  or  surrogate,  for  admeasurement  of  dower  (3  B.  S.  5th 
ed.  791). 

In  both  these  cases  the  statute  expressly  provides  that 
"three  reputable  and  disinterested  freeholders"  shall  be 
appointed  commissioners  to  admeasure  dower.  (3  B.  S.  5th 
ed.  p.  598,  §  48,  &c, ;  p.  792,  §  13.) 

Neither  of  these  provisions  is  inconsistent  with  the  Code 
of  Procedure,  and  both  still  exist.  There  can  be  no  ques- 
tion as  to  the  existence  of  the  action  of  ejectment. 

And  the  other  proceeding  by  petition  is  a  "  special  statu* 
toiy  remedy,  not  heretofore  obtained  by  action,"  and  is  saved 
by  section  471  of  the  Oode. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  referee  has  attempted  to  get  over 
these  provisions  of  the  statutes,  as  he  reports  that  he  "  took 
the  deposition  of  three  disinterested  freeholders,"  Ac. 

ly.  The  referee  erred  in  setting  aside  for  the  widow,  the 
dwelling  house.  All  the  improvements  made  by  defendant 
were  upon  the  house,  and  in  giving  the  house  to  the  plain- 
tiff she  gets  all  these  improvements,  and  the  defendant  gets 
vacant  lots,  without  any  allowance  being  made  to  him  for 
the  improvements. 

Y.  The  referee  errs  in  finding  that  the  only  amount  paid 
for  taxes  by  defendant  was  $52.94. 

The  evidence  show^  that  defendant  paid  for  taxes  of  1857, 
$89.62.  Tax  of  1859,  $103.61.  And  for  Groton  water  taxes 
of  1857, 1858, 1859, 1860, 1861, 1862  and  1863. 

The  referee  erred  in  striking  out  the  evidence  of  payment 
of  Croton  tax.  This  tax  was  a  lien  on  the  property  for  the 
non-payment  of  which  the  property  might  have  been  sold. 

YI.  The  referee  should  "have  allowed  payments  for  insur- 
ance. 

Insurance  was  necessary  for  tne  preservation  of  the  pro- 
perty, and  was  as  well  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff  as  of 
defendant.  And  defendant  expended  for  that  purpose 
$302.25. 

Mathews  &  Swan,  aUomeySy  and 

Albebt  Mathews,  oounsd/or  i^iidiff  aaid  respondent. 
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First.  This  is  an  equitable  action  to  have  dower  assigned 
to  the  plaintiff.  The  complaint,  and  its  prayer,  is  framed  in 
the  manner  of  a  bill  in  equity,  and  is  a  proper  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding. (1  Story's  Equity  Jurisprudence,  §  624  to  632 ; 
Stvaine  agt.  Perrine,  5  Johns,  Gh.  Rep.  482 ;  Badgley  agt 
Bruce,  4  Faige  Sep.  98 ;  Totvnsend  agt.  Town^nd,  2  Sandf. 
8.  G.  Sep.  711 ;  Gode  of  Frocedure,  §  468.) 

I.  The  Bevised  Statutes  have  not  affected  the  equitable 
remedy  for  dower.  They  abolished  only  the  legal  writ  of 
dower,  and  substituted  therefor  the  legal  action  of  eject- 
ment (2  B.  S.  p.  343,  §  34,  and  p.  303,  §  2,  svb.  2). 

II.  The  plaintiff  properly  recovered  the  rents  and  profits, 
as  well  as  the  assignment  of  her  dower  in  the  same  action. 
(1  Bevised  Laws, p.  57,§20,  jo.  60,  §  1 ;  1  5.  S.  p.  742,  §§  19, 
20,  21 ;  Gode  of  Procedure,  §  167,  svh.  5.) 

HI.  If  there  be  any  technical  error  the  court  must  disre- 
gard it  {Gode  of  Procedure,  §  176). 

Second,  The  exceptions  taken  on  the  trial  to  the  admissi- 
bility of  eyidence  are  frivolous. 

I.  The  testimony  was  admissible  under  the  issues. 

n.  The  evidence  could  not  have  affected  the  judgment  or 
prejudiced  the  defendant.  {Graig  agt.  Sprague,  12  Wend. 
B.  41 ;  Bdmont  agt.  Gdeman,  1  Bosw,  Bep,  188.) 

Third.  The  judgment  was  proper  in  form,  and  the  excep- 
tions thereto  are  immaterial.  (Hugh's  Equity  Drau^hJtsman, 
p.  827 ;  Swaine  agt.  Perrine,  5  Johns.  Gh.  B,  p.  482 ;  Williams 
agt.  Gox,  2d  Edw,  V.  G.  B.  178  ;  StUw^  agt.  Doughty,  2 
Brad,  Surr.  B.  311.) 

Fourth.  This  being  an  equity  case,  the  exceptions  taken 
upon  the  hearing  before  the  referee  after  judgment,  are  not 
to  be  considered  with  the  same  strictness  as  in  a  bill  of 
exceptions  arising  in  an  action  at  law.  The  judgment  will  not 
be  reversed  for  technical  error.  It  is  enough  if  it  is  sub- 
stantially right  {Forrest  agt.  Forrest,  25  N.  Y.  B.  511). 

Fifth.  The  report  of  the  referee  was  in  all  respects  just 
and  warranted  by  the  facts  proved  before  him.  So  far  as 
there  was  any  conflict  of  evidence,  his  findings,  and  those 
of  the  court  at  special  term,  upon  the  matters  of  fact,  are 
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conclusiye.  {Cohen  agt.  Bwpcyfdy  1  Sandf.  8.  C.  B.p.  262; 
Massette  agt.  N.  Y.  and  Harlem  R.  R.  Co.  3  E.  D.  Smith! a  B. 
98 ;  Pearson  agt.  Fislce,  2  Hilton  B,  146 ;  Skinner  agt.  Oettin- 
ger,  14  Abb.  B.  109 ;  Brooks  agt.  Christopher,  5  Di^er  5.  216.) 

I.  The  referee  '^as  bound  to  estimate  the  value  of  the 
property  (on  the  diagram)  as  follows  : 
Six  lots  on  One  Hundred  and  Twenty-fifth  street,  No.  437  to 

442,  at  $1,900  each $11,400 

Six  lots  on  One  Hundred  and  Twenty-sixth  street, 

No.  399  to  404,  at  $800  each 4,800 

Dwelling  house,  exclusiye  of  "  improvements  "  by 

defendant 3,500 

Other  buildings,  Ac,  exclusive  of  "  improvements  " 

by  defendant 400 

$20,100 

Widow's  share  one-third,  $6,700. 

1.  The  testimony  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  furnished  the 
only  reUable  criterion  for  determining  their  value. 

(aj  Samuel  B.  Kenyon,  a  freeholder,  resident  of  Harlem 
for  twenty  years,  dealer  (buying,  Celling,  mortgaging,  rent- 
ing,)  in  real  estate  for  twelve  years,  gives  the  above  estimate. 

(b)  Benjamin  F.  Raynor,  resident  of  Harlem,/reeAoWer, 
dealer  in  real  estate  in  Harlem  (buying,  selling,)  for  many 
years,  gives  the  same  estimate. 

(cj  "Walter  Brady,  also  a  resident  of  Harlem,  freeholder, 
dealer  in  real  estate  for  twelve  years,  gives  the  same  estimate 
and  a  little  more. 

2.  These  estimates  are  opposed  only  by  the  defendant  in 
person,  whose  opinions  are  unreliable. 

(aJ  He  is  interested  pecuniarily  in  the  suit. 

(bj  His  feelings  appeared  on  the  reference  to  be  bitterly 
excited  against  the  plaintiff. 

(cJ  His  judgment  is  naturally  biased  in  respect  to  his 
own  property  and  dwelling. 

(dj  His  estimates  and  opinions  are  fanciful,  and  do  not 
bear  scrutiny  or  criticism.    They  were  incapable  of  being 
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made  the  basis  of  the  referee's  report.  Thej  were  irrecon- 
cilable with  the  estimates  of  the  disinterested  witnesses. 

3.  The  defendant  values  only  the  house  and  buildings^  and 
does  not  controvert  the  valuation  of  the  lots. 

n.  In  setting  apart  a  portion  of  fiie  property^  worth 
$6,700,  to  the  widow,  the  referee  had  a  right  to  divide  as  he 
thought  proper,  and  properly  give  her  a  life  estate  in  that 
which  will  be  available  to  her.  •  The  vacant  lots  would  be 
aseless  to  a  life  tenant.  The  defendant  can  easily  keep  his 
property  by  paying  the  widow  a  fair  equivalent  (2  B.  8. 
490,  §  13 ;  PFAtfe  agt.  Story,  23  Bm  B.  547.) 

1.  Adopting  the  estimates  of  the  three  disinterested  wit- 
nesses, the  widow  was  entitled  to  have  the  dwelling  set  apart 
to  her,  together  with  three  lots  on  One  Hundred  and  Twen- 
ty-sixth street,  thus : 

Dwelling  house $3,500 

Improvements 800 

Three  lots 2,400 

$6,700 

2.  Even  upon  the  estimates  of  the  defendant  himself,  the 
widow  should  have  the  house,  and  at  least  the  two  lots  upon 
which  it  stands,  and  one  of  the  adjoining  lots. 

m.  The  referee,  for  the  reasons  aforesaid,  was  bound  to 
adopt  the  testimony  of  the  three  disinterested  freeholders, 
as  to  the  value  of  the  rents,  during  the  period  required  by 
the  order  of  reference,  that  is,  from  October  28,  1857,  to 
October  28, 1863,  as  follows  :  Bent  of  dwelling  for  six  years, 
exclusive  of  the  increased  rent  by  reason  of  improvements, 
$700  per  year,  equal  to  $4,200. 

1.  The  three  freeholders,  Kenyon,  Baynor  and  Brady, 
were  competent  to  speak,  and  were  disinterested. 

2.  The  witness  Dean  was  not  competent  to  speak  on  the 
subject.  He  had  no  knowledge  upon  which  to  base  an 
opinion.    His  estimate  is  purely  fanciful  and  unreliable. 

3.  The  estimate  of  the  defendant  is  unsupported,  and  is 
extremely  improbable  on  its  face,  and  is  open  to  the  same 
observations  as  are  made  as  to  his  other  estimates. 
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lY.  From  this  amount  the  referee  deducted  all  the  "  taxes" 
imposed  on  the  premises,  for  the  six  years,  between  October 
28, 1863,  which  had  been  paid  by  the  defendant.  But  he  could 
not  deduct  the  penalty  added  by  extraordinary  interest  for 
defendant's  delinquency  in  not  paying  during  the  time 
allowed  by  law  for  that  purpose,  nor  could  he  deduct "  Oro- 
ton  water  rates,"  which  are  not "  taxes  ;"  he  also  allowed  for 
such  repairs,  as  were  necessary  to  ''keep  the  premises  in 
ordinary  tenantable  condition.  But  he  could  not  allow  for 
matter  ornamental  or  matter  of  taste,  nor  for  repairs  to  "  gas 
fittings  "  or  "  plumbing,"  which  were  part  of  the  defendant's 
additions  and  ''  improyements,"  and  allowed  as  such  in  the 
valuation  thereof. 

y.  It  rested  in  the  discretion  ox  tne  rexeree,  subject  to 
approval  of  the  court  at  special  term,  to  determine  the 
amount  of  land,  &c.,  to  be  set  apart  as  the  widow's  dower, 
and  this  matter  is  not  properly  the  subject  of  review  upon 
appeal  {Forrest  agt.  Forrest,  25  N.  Y.  R.  514). 

Bixth,  There  was  no  error  of  law  in  the  report,  and  the 
exceptions  thereto  are  not  well  founded. 

I.  The  defendant's  exceptions  "  First,"  "  Fourth,"  "  Fifth  " 
and  ''  Sixth,"  are  made  to  matters  of  fact  exclusively  within 
the  province  of  the  referee,  and  fully  sustained  by  the  evi- 
dence, although  conflicting. 

II.  The  defendant's  exceptions  "  Second,"  "  Seventh  "  and 
''  Ninth,"  are  made  to  matters  beyond  the  scope  of  the  powers 
and  duties  of  the  referee,  as  prescribed  in  the  judgment. 

in.  The  defendant's  exceptions  "Third"  and  "Tenth," 
are  made  to  matters  properly  determined  by  the  referee,  and 
therein  he  is  fully  sustained  by  the  facts  before  him. 

lY.  The  defendant's  "  Eighth "  exception  is  in  conflict 
with  the  report  itself. 

Seventh.  The  questions  of  fact  arising  before  the  referee 
were  fully  canvassed  before  the  court  at  special  term,  upon 
the  argument  of  the  exceptions  to  the  report.  The  decision 
of  the  court  is  conclusive  as  to  all  matters  of  fact  (Osbom^s 
AdmistrcUrix  agt..  Marqtuind,  1  Sand.  S>  G.  R,  457). 

Eighth.  There  was  no  error  of  the  referee  in  the  admission 
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or  exclusion  of  testimony  to  the  prejudice  of  the  defendant. 

I.  The  evidence  of  payment  of  taxes  which  accrued  prior 
to  October  28, 1857,  was  beyond  the  six  years  embraced  in 
the  inquiry  and  were  properly  excluded  (See  Exhibits  No.  1 
2  and  4,  pp.  15, 16  and  18). 

n.  The  "  rates "  paid  for  use  of  Oroton  water  were  not 
*'  taxes."  They  were  paid  for  the  use  of  an  article  consumed 
by  defendant.  He  might  as  well  have  proved  the  amount 
paid  for  the  use  of  ice. 

Ninth.  The  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  any  favor  from  the 
court.  He  had  no  defense  to  the  action.  Yet  he  put  in  an 
answer  to  procure  delay,  and  imder  oath  asserted  the  plain- 
tiff had  released  her  dower.  After  fhe  judgment  he  pro- 
tracted the  reference  for  a  whole  year  in  a  matter  that  might 
have  been,  and  was  in  fact,  heard  at  last  in  six  days. 

The  judgment,  therefore,  shoidd  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Points  an  question  of  assignment  of  dfywer  and  <f  mesne  profits. 

1.  Thisisaaequitableactionfordowerandmesneprofite. 

2.  The  prayer  for  relief  is  for  assignment  of  dower  and 
rents,  and  other  relief  legal  and  equitable,  and  costs. 

3.  The  answer  denies  the  cause  of  action. 

4.  The  action  was  tried  by  the  court  without  dissent 
(Greason  agt.  Kettletas,  17  N.  Y.  498). 

6.  The  plaintiff  proved  all  the  allegations  in  the  com- 
plaint. Neither  plaintiff  or  defendant  called  witnesses  to 
enable  the  court  to  set  out  the  plaintiff  "s  dower  by  actual 
metes  and  bounds,  or  to  adjudge  what  were  the  actual  rents, 
and  what  the  deductions  for  taxes,  repairs,  &o.  The  proof 
on  this  head  only  went  to  establish  the  fact  that  there  were 
certain  lands  out  of  which  the  dower  should  be  admeasured, 
and  rents  or  value  of  possession  from  which  rents  could  be 
estimated  by  an  accoimt  of  them,  and  the  deductions  to  be 
made  therefrom,  and  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  both 
ascertained  according  to  the  practice  of  the  court  in  like 
cases. 

6.  The  defendant  abandoning  the  alleged  defense  to  the 
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cause  of  action,  and  intending  only  to  contest  the  qnantum 
of  dower  and  rents,  offered  no  proofs  whatever. 

7.  The  court  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  upon  all  the 
issTies  embraced  in  the  pleadings.  The  conclusions  of  law 
and  fact  determine  every  issve  in  the  action,  decide  all  the 
rights  of  the  parties,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
dower  in  specific  lands,  and  rents  thereof  for  a  specific 
period;  and  settle  the  principles  upon  which  the  dower 
should  be  admeasured,  and  the  rents  apportioned  and  the 
account  thereof  taken. 

8.  The  decision  leaves  no  matter  of  detail  unprovided  for. 
It  even  adjudicates  that,  after  the  dower  is  set  out,  the 
defendant  shall  deUver  possession  thereof  to  the  plaintiff  "  to 
be  held  and  possessed  by  her  during  hfe,"  and  likewise  judg- 
ment for  the  rents  when  ascertained,  and  execution  therefor, 
and  that  plaintiff  shall  have  the  costs  of  suit. 

9.  The  judgment  follows  these  findings  of  law  and  fact, 
and  directs  a  reference  to  ascertain  and  report  the  dower 
and  rents,  and  provides  that  when  the  report  is  confirmed 
such  lands  shall  be  deemed  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  for  life, 
and  defendant  shall  give  her  possession,  and  defendant  shall 
pay  to  plaintiff  the  rents  and  costs  of  suit,  and  she  shall 
have  execution  to  enforce  the  judgment. 

10.  The  defendants  acquiesced  in  this  judgment  and  pro- 
ceeded with  the  reference,  and  the  referee's  report  has  been 
filed  and  confirmed  in  all  its  parts. 

11.  Appeal  is  now  taken  more  than  one  year  afterwards 
from  this  judgment. 

First  proposition.  If  there  was  any  "  irregularity  "  in  the 
judgment  as  respects  the  reference  ordered  in  the  judgment, 
it  has  been  waived  by  the  parties, 

I.  More  than  "  a  year  "  elapsed  between  the  filing  of  the 
judgment  and  the  giving  the  notice  of  appeal,  or  making 
this  appUcation  (2  B.  8.  p.  359,  §  2). 

n.  The  parties  have  proceeded  with  the  reference  until  it 
was  completed,  and  the  defendant  has  had  the  benefit  of  the 
delay.    {Forrest  agt.  Forrest,  8  Bosw.  653,  and  25  N.  T.  B. 
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610 ;  Claflin  agt.  Farmers*  and  Oitizena*  Bank,  25  N.  F.  B. 
296.) 

Second  proposition.  If  there  were  any  defect  in  the  pro- 
ceeding before  the  judge  at  special  term,  in  matter  of  form, 
or  in  any  respect  other  than  touching  power  or  jurisdiction, 
then,  ^  neither  party  complains  of  it,  and  the  '^  substantial 
rights  "  of  neither  party  are  affected  thereby,  the  court  must 
disregard  it.  (Code,  §  176,  and  2  B.  S.  p.  425,  §  78 ;  ^Aite- 
head  agt.  Peoare,  9  How.  P.  B.  35 ;  Bedford  agt  Terhundf  27 
How.  P.  B.  422.) 

Third  proposition.  The  court  can  indulge  in  no  presump- 
tion which  will  tend  to  invalidate  the  judgment.  The  party 
obtaining  the  judgment  is  entitled  to  every  presumption 
necessary  to  sustain  it.  Numerous  cases  illustrate  the  extent 
of  this  clear  rule  of  appellate  courts.  {Otis  agt.  Spencer,  16 
N.  Y.  B.  611 ;  Vide  agt.  B.  d  T.  B.  B.  Go.20  N.  Y.  B.  184; 
Hoyt  agt.  Hoyt,  8  Bosw.  B.  521.) 

I.  "  It  is  incumbent  on  the  appellant  to  take  care  so  to 
present  the  facts  upon  which  the  case  depends  as  to  show 
affirmatively  that  an  error  has  been  committed.  The  court 
will  presume  nothing  in  favor  of  the  party  alleging  error." 
{Carman  agt.  PvUz,  21  N.  Y.  B.  551 ;  Leiois  agt.  Jones,  13 
Ahb.  B.  427 ;  Grant  agt.  Morse,  22  N.  Y.  B.  323 ;  Heray  agt. 
Kerr,  8  Bosw.  204 ;  Bichardson  agt.  Dugan,  8  Bosw.  B.  212 ; 
Lee  Bank  agt.  Satterlee,  17  Abb.  B.  13.) 

Fourth  proposition.  The  judgment  of  the  court  at  special 
term  was  fined  and  complete  in  all  respects. 

I.  It  disposed  of  all  the  issues,  and  left  no  judicial  function 
unexhausted  in  the  justice  who  tried  the  cause. 

n.  The  reference  to  admeasure  the  dower  by  metes  and 
bounds  and  take  the  account  of  the  rents,  was  merely  a  minis- 
terial matter  subject  to  the  subsequent  affirmance  of  the  court. 

m.  The  judgment  was  final,  and  became  complete  when 
the  report  was  confirmed,  and  is  identical  in  all  its  charac- 
teristics with  those  pronounced  final  and  approved  in  form 
by  this  court,  and  the  court  of  appeals.  {Swartwout  agt. 
Curtis,  4  Comst.  416 ;  Laivrence  agt.  Farmers*  Loan  and  Ins. 
Co.  15  How.  57) 
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rV.  The  same  form  of  decree  was  nsual  in  chancery  pro- 
ceedings before  the  Code.  {MiUs  agt.  Hoagy  7  Faige  B.  18 ; 
Johnson  agt.  Everett^  9  Paige  R.  639.) 

Y.  The  cases  where  the  courts  have  held  judgments  incom- 
plete^ not  final,  and  amounting  to  a  mistrial,  have  been 
where  the  court  failed  to  determine  all  the  issues  presented 
by  the  pleadings,  and  are  wholly  distinguishable  from  this 
case. 

1  (A.  D.  1856).  In  the  case  of  Buchanan  agt.  CheeS" 
borough  (5  Di^er,  238),  Bosworth,  Hoffman,  Woodruff,  jus- 
tices ;  the  trial  was  by  jury,  and  a  verdict  taken  for  a  nomi- 
nal amount,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  general  term,  and 
a  reference  to  ascertain  the  amount,  if  the  verdict  was  sus- 
tained. This  was  held  an  "  irregularity."  No  judgment  was 
entered.  The  court  say,  however,  when  the  cause  is  tried 
before  the  court, ''  no  such  difficulty  exists." 

2  (A.  D.  185"/).  In  Griffin  agt.  Cranston  (1  Bosw.  181), 
DuER,  Bosworth  and  Slosson,  Justices :  The  suit  was  to 
set  aside  an  assignment.  The  issues  were  tried  by  the  court. 
The  judgment  left  undecided  whether  a  partnership  ceased 
at  a  particular  date  or  not,  and  ordered  a  reference  to  take 
an  account.  Bosworth,  Justice,  says :  "  The  court  should 
have  disposed  at  the  trial  absolutely  of  all  questions  of  lia- 
bility, and  the  reference  should  have  directed  only  such 
details  to  be  ascertained  as  were  necessary  to  be  known  to 
carry  the  judgment  into  eflfect." 

3.  In  Same  Case  (5  Bosw.  R.  668),  before  all  the  justices ; 
the  court  say,  '^  the  decree  does  not  purport  to  determine  all 
the  matters  in  issue.  A  question  upon  which  the  result  of 
the  litigation  may  depend  is  reserved,  until  the  coming  in 
of  the  report,"  <fec.  "  It  is  not  a  cause  in  which  every  ques- 
tion on  which  the  rights  of  the  parties  depend,  is  decided." 
&c. 

4  (A.  D.  1860).  In  O'Brien  agt.  Botoes  (4  Bosw.  657),  the 
trial  was  of  an  equitable  action  before  the  court  at  special 
term.  The  case  finds  that  ^'  all  the  proofs  were  given  by  the 
parties  respectively,  which  they  desired  to  give,  and  they 
rested  submitting  the  case  to  the  court  for  its  determination." 
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The  court  decided  to  dismiss  the  complaint  with  costSi 
^'  unless  the  plaintiff  applied  for  a  trial  of  the  questions  of 
fact  by  jury,  in  which  event  the  question  of  costs  was 
reserved."  The  plaintiff  then  got  an  order  for  a  trial  by 
jury.  The  defendant  appealed  from  the  latter  order,  and 
all  of  the  first  except  the  dismissal  of  the  complaint  with 
costs.  The  court  held  in  effect  that  the  judge  had  tried  and 
decided  the  cause,  by  dismissing  the  complaint,  and  was 
thereupon /t^ndt^  officio^  and  his  condition  and  subsequent 
order  were  void,  and  only  these  were  reversed.  But  the 
judgment  was  permitted  to  stand  in  other  respects. 

5  (A.  D.  1862).  In  Chamberlain  agt.  Dempsey  (14  Ahb.  R. 
p,  241),  there  was  a  trial  before  a  single  judge.    He  decided 

.  the  cause,  but  did  not  determine  the  question  of  costs,  or 
the  amount  due,  or  direct  a  reference  to  ascertain  it.  A 
reference  was-ordered  subsequently  by  another  judge,  with- 
out referring  to  this  decision.  The  judgment  was  not  entered 
upon  the  decision,  but  ex  parte  as  upon  failure  to  answer.  It 
was  all  irregular  and  void. 

6  (A.  D.  1862).  In  the  Same  Gase^  Babboub,  Justice,  after 
a  second  trial  before  Justice  Monorief  (15  Ahb,  B.  p  1),  deci- 
sion was  made  for  plaintiff,  and  a  referenc  ordered  to  com- 
pute the  amount  due,  but  the  question  of  costs  was  not 
determined.  Subsequently  to  the  reference  a  judgment  was 
ordered  by  Justice  Monell,  differing  from  the  decision  of 
Justice  MoNCBiEF,  and  giving  the  plaintiff  costs.  This  was 
likewise  irregular  and  void,  and  the  court  so  held. 

YI.  If  this  was  not  a  final  judgment,  then  it  was  merely 
an  interlocutory  order  as  respects  the  reference,  and  the 
appeal  therefore,  should  be  dismissed  upon  the  notice 
served,  because  not  taken  within  the  thirty  days  allowed  by 
law.  {Latorence  agt.  Farmers'  Loan  and  Trust  Co.  15  How. 
Pr.  B.  57  ;  Cotes  agt.  Carroll,  28  Hotv.  Pr.  B.  436.) 

Fifth  proposition.  The  court,  at  special  term,  had  power 
and  authority  in  this  case  to  direct  a  reference  to  set  out  this 
dower,  and  compute  the  amount  due  for  mesne  profits. 

I.  This  is  an  equitable  action  to  recover  dower,  &c, 

II.  By  the  constitution  of  this  state,  the  legislature  has 
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power  "  to  alter  and  regulate  proceedings  in  law  and  equity." 
{Constitution  of  N.  Y.  art.  6  §  6,  dtc;  PMHipa  agt.  Oorham^ 
17  N.  Y.  R.  272.) 

in.  By  the  judiciary  act  (of  1847,  §  77),  this  court  has 
power  given  it  to  refer  to  a  referee  all  matters  formerly 
referred  to  a  master  in  chancery.  (4  Edrruynd^a  R.  8.  668, 
§  77  ;  Knickerbocker  agt.  Egglestoriy  3  How.  Pr.  R.  130.) 

IV.  This  superior  court  has  fuU  chancery  jurisdiction,  and 
the  rules  and  principles  governing  courts  of  equity  apply  to 
proceedings  in  equitable  cases  in  this  court  {Forrest,  agt 
Forrest,  8  Rosw.  656  and  25  N.  Y.  R.  510.) 

V.  By  the  Code  (§  468  aild  469),  all  rights  of  action  may 
be  prosecuted  in  the  manner  provided  by  it.  In  case  an 
action  cannot  be  had  under  it,  "  the  practice  heretofore  in 
use,"  may  be  adopted  so  far  as  necessary.  Where  consistent 
with  it  the  former  "rules  and  practice  of  the  courts,"  in  civil 
actions,  "continue  in  force  subject  to  the  power  of  the 
respective  courts  to  relax,  modify  or  alter  the  same."  So 
also  by  the  rules  of  court  {Rvle  93),  where  no  provision  is 
made  by  statute,  or  the  rules  of  court,  the  proceedings  in 
suits  like  this  must  be  "  according  to  the  customary  practice 
as  it  heretofore  existed  in  the  court  of  chancery." 

By  Tirtue  of  these  provisions  various  ancient  rules  of 
practice  and  modes  of  proceeding  in  law  and  equity  have 
been  retained,  both  by  the  court  of  appeals  and  the  inferior 
courts ;  and  the  prior  practice  is  held  to  be  "  abolished  only 
in  a  qualified  manner."  {Hastings  agt.  McKinley,  8  How. 
Pr.  R.  175;  AveriU  agt.  Patterson,  10  Id.  87;  MiUs  agt. 
Clark,  2  Rosw.  R.  711 ;  Palmer  agt.  Palmer,  13  How.  Pr.  R. 
364 ;  Rank  of  Oenesee  agt.  Patchin,  3  Kem.  R.  314 ;  Wash. 
Life  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Lawrence,  28  How.  Pr.  R.  435.) 

YI.  Whether  then  we  regard  this  as  a  case  of  reference 
under  the  judgment  to  set  out  this  dower,  and  to  take  the 
account  of  these  rents  as  specifically  provided  for  by  the 
Code  or  not,  there  can  be  no  question  of  the  power  of  the 
court  in  the  premises  to  act,  either  under  the  Code  or  under 
the  former  practice. 

1.  Every  referee  appointed  under  the  authority  of  the 
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Code,  has  "  generally  the  powers  vested  in  a  referee  by  law/' 
before  the  Code  (Code,  §  421). 

2.  This  reference  seems  to  fall  precisely  within  the  proTi- 
sion  of  the  Code  (§  271,  sub,  2),  for  ^*  canying  the  judg- 
ment into  effect.'*  (Elmore  agt  Thomas^  7  Ahb.  B.  p.  72 ; 
Ketchum  agt.  Glarkj  22  Barb.  B.  319 ;  ForreH  agt.  Forrest, 
8  Bosw.  B.  656 ;  Same  agt.  Same,  25  N.  Y.  B.  510.) 

3.  But,  if  this  be  doubtfol  or  erroneous,  there  can  be  no 
question  of  the  propriety  of  this  reference  under  the  former 
equiiy  practice.  {Stoaine  agt.  Perrine,  5  Johns.  Ch.  B.  482 ; 
Townaend  agt.  Toumsend,  2  Sand/.  B.  711.) 

Vil.  The  prayer  of  the  compBdnt  was  for  equitable  relief. 
The  court  had  power  to  grant  "  any  relief  consistent  with 
th^  case  made  by  the  complaint  and  embraced  within  the 
issue"  {Code,  §275).  The  judge  tried  and  decided  eyeiy 
isssue,  and  the  reference  was  ordered  merely  as  a  customary 
mode  of  administering  the  relief  to  which  the  court  adjudged 
the  plaintiff  to  be  entitled.  The  court  decided  the  plaintiff 
entitled  to  dower  and  rents,  and  to  a  reference  to  ascertain 
the  qyantum  thereof.  The  eyidence  adduced  on  the  trial  was 
insufficient,  and  was  not  intended  to  enable  the  court  to 
determine  this.  There  was  no  evidence  as  to  improvements 
on  the  land,  repairs  or  taxes.  The  case  does  not  find,  or 
purport  to  find,  that  the  parties  sought  to  havQ  or  could  htfve 
had  these  matters  determined  on  the  triaL  The  prorof  con- 
oeming  the  same  should  have  come  from  the  defendanta 
They  offered  no  proof  whatever.  A  decision  by  the  court  as 
to  the  qvantum  of  dower  and  rents  on  the  evidence  would 
have  been  impossible  without  great  prejudice  to  the  defend 
ants.  The  reference  was  for  their  benefit.  The  court  could 
not  survey  or  set  out  the  dower  by  metes  and  bounds.  The 
reference  was,  therefore,  necessary  to  prevent  a  failure  of 
justice.  Moreover,  this  court  is  bound  to  presume,  if  neces* 
saxy,  in  order  to  sustain  this  judgment,  as  was  the  fact,  that 
the  parties  designedly  omitted  to  offer  evidence  as  to  these 
details,  because  they  preferred  to  have  the  quantum  of  dower 
and  rents  ascertained  by  a  reference  ordered  to  cany  the 
judgment  into  effect. 
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By  the  couri^  Bobebtson,  Oh.  J.  It  was  adjudged  in  this 
case  that  the  plamtiff  was  entitled  to  dower  in  certain  land 
at  Harlem,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  lying  between  Sixth  and 
Seyenth  avennes,  and  running  through  from  One  Himdred 
and  Twenty-fifth  to  One  Hundred  and  Twenty-sixth  street, 
being  one  hundred  and  fiffy  feet  wide,  by  about  two  hiindred 
deep ;  and  also  to  one-third  of  the  rents  of  such  land  (after 
certain  deductions),  from  a  certain  day  in  the  year  1855,  to 
the  present  time,  exclusiyeof  any  arising  from  improyements 
on  such  premises  made  since  their  alienation.  Judgment 
was  rendered  that  the  part  of  such  land  which  should  be  set 
out  by  a  referee  (who  was  thei^by  empowered  to  set  the  same 
out  for  such  dower),  should  be  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  for 
the  sa^le,  and  that  the  defendant  and  all  claiming  under  him, 
should  deliyer  possession  thereof  to  her ;  and  that  the  defend- 
ant should  pay  to  the  plaintiff  one-third  part  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  such  land  for  six  years  next  preceding  the 
entry  of  such  judgment,  to  be  ascertained  by  tiie  same 
referee ;  costs  and  an  execution  were  also  awarded  to  the 
plaintiff.  Upon  the  report  of  such  referee,  duly  confirmed 
after  exceptions  heard,  judgment  has  been  entered  and  the 
roll  filed,  from  which,  and  such  confirmation,  an  appeal  has 
been  taken. 

The  cases  of  Swwrttoout  agt.  GvHia  (4  Gomat.  416),  and 
Lawrence  agt.  Farmers'  Loan  a/nd  Trust  Co.  (15  How.  57), 
show  such  judgment  to  haye  been  in  proper  form.  It  cor- 
responds with  forms  of  decrees  formerly  made  in  courts  of 
chancery  {Mills  agt.  Hoajg^  7  Paige  B,  18 ;  Johnson  agt. 
Everett,  9  Id.  639),  and  was  not  infected  with  any  of  the 
yices  of  the  judgments  in  Buchanan  agt.  Oheeshorough  (15 
Duer^  238) ;  Oriffin  agt.  Cranston  (1  Bosw.  181, 8.  C.  5  Boew. 
658) ;  O'Brien  agt.  Bowes  (4  Bosw.  657),  and  Chamberlain 
agt.  Dempsey  (14  Abb.  Pr.  B.  241,  S.  C.  15  AB.  Pr.  B.  1.) 
.In  the  first  of  those  cases  {Buchanan  agt.  Cheesborough)  a 
conditional  reference  was  ordered  to  ascertain  an  amount 
due,  c^ter  the  general  term  should  pass  upon  tl^e  UabOity  of 
the  defendant,  a  general  pro  forma  verdict  haying  been  taken 

against  him.    In  the  second  {Chiffin  agt.  Cranston),  the  first 
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judgment  (1  Bosw.)  left  a  material  issue  of  the  time  of  ces- 
sation of  a  certain  partnership  undisposed  of,  and  the  second 
judgment  did  not  purport  to  determine  dU  the  matters  in 
isave.  In  the  third  ( O'Brien  agt.  Bowes),  a  condition  attached 
to  a  judgment  of  dismissal  of  the  complaint,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  to  apply  for  a  trial  of  the  question  of  fact  b j  a 
jury,  was  held  to  be  repugnant,  and  rejected  as  surplusage. 
In  the  last  {Chamborlain  agt.  Dempsey),  the  amount  due  on 
the  mortgage  sought  to  be  foreclosed,  was  not  determined  on 
the  first  trial,  but  on  an  order  of  reference  made  by  a  differ- 
ent judge,  and  on  a  second  trial,  a  judgment,  without  dispos- 
ing of  the  question  of  costs  was  giyen  and  a  reference 
ordered,  on  which  a  different  judgment  was  afterwards  ren- 
dered. 

The  present  action  is  certainly  sustainable  as  one  in  a 
court  of  equity  for  the  admeasurement  of  dower,  over  which 
such  courts  always  had  jurisdiction  concurrently  with  courts 
of  law.  (1  Story's  Eq.  Juris.  §§  624  to  632 ;  Sadgley  agt. 
Brvce,  4  Paige,  98 ;  Tovm^nd  agt.  Tovmsend,  2  Sand/.  S.  G. 
B.  711.)  If  it  be  also  an  action  of  ejectment  for  the  recovery 
•of  dower,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  the  junction  of  the  two. 
Indeed  courts  of  equity  have  always  administered  other 
equities  in  conjunction  with  such  admeasurement  {Stvaine 
:agt.  Perrine,  5  Johns.  Gh.  B.  482 ;  BeU  agt.  Mayor,  dkc.  of 
New  York,  10  Paige,  49),  and  seem  the  more  appropriate, 
'and  even  exclusive  tribunals  in  some  cases  of  the  kind« 
( Van  Dyne  agt.  Thayer,  19  Wend.  162 ;  Gooper  agt.  Whiiney, 
5  Hm,  95  ;  BaTcer  agt.  Ghase,  6  Id.  482 ;  Bunyon  agt.  Stew- 
art, 12  Barh.  537.)  The  facilities  for  taking  an  account,  in  a 
court  of  equity,  of  the  rents  and  profits,  would  seem  to  ren- 
der an  action  of  an  equitable  character,  or  in  a  court  of 
equity,  most  proper.  But  all  the  boundaries  of  jurisdiction 
and  distinctions  between  causes  of  action  as  legal  or  equi- 
table being  removed,  there  seems  no  reason  why  aU  the 
relief  to  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled,  should  not  be  given 
in  one  actioQ.  Indeed,  a  court  of  equity  when  it  has  gained 
jurisdiction  for  one  purpose,  may  retain  it  for  other  pur- 
poses, although  they  alone  ^ould  not  have  constituted  a 
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primary  ground  of  equity  jurisdiction.  The  objection  is 
therefore  not  one  of  jurisdiction,  but  of  misjoinder  of  causes 
of  action,  and  has  been  waived  by  not  being  taken  bj  answer 
or  demurrer.  {Code,  §§  144,  148;  Bank  of  Utka  agt.  Ciiy 
of  Utica,  4  PaiffCf  399 ;  Ludlow  agi  Simond,  2  Cat.  C.  156 ; 
TruscoU  agt.  King,  6  N.  Y.  B.  147.) 

But,  although  the  action  may  be  fairly  in  this  court,  and 
no  objection  has  been  made  to  an  adjudication  in  it  upon 
all  the  issues  involved,  it  is  said  such  court  cannot  use  a 
referee  to  admeasure  the  plaintiff's  dower,  and  assess  her 
damages  by  loss  of  rents  and  profits,  instead  of  the  three 
freeholders  formerly  required  in  an  action  of  ejectment  for 
dower  (2  B.  S.  312,  §  48,  «*.  1 ;  Id.  p.  310,  §§  36  to  47),  or 
a  special  petition  {Id.  489,  §  10). 

The  appointment  of  such  freeholders  under  such  statute, 
was  clearly  only  a  mode  of  supplying  the  defects  of  the 
machinery  of  a  court  of  law,  after  giving  judgment,  in  car- 
rying it  out,  and  to  save  the  necessity  of  a  new  action  or 
proceeding.  Now,  however,  the  only  ordinary  proceeding 
in  a  court  to  enforce  or  protect  a  right,  or  to  prevent  a 
wrong,  is  in  the  most  general  terms  an  "action  {Code,  §  2). 
It  can  have  but  one  form  {Code,  §  69).  Every  distinction 
between  actions  at  law  and  suits  in  equity,  and  their  forms, 
is  abolished  {Id),  Every  court,  therefore,  whether  exercis- 
ing legal  or  equitable  jurisdiction  in  such  proceeding,  now 
possesses  the  former  powers  of  both  courts  of  law  and 
equity  to  investigate  disputed  questions Jby  every  mode  pecu- 
liar to  either,  and  to  make  its  judgment  as  to  the  rights  of 
parties  effectual. 

The  Code  expressly  declares,  that  "  all  rights  of  action 
given  or  secured  by  existing  laws,  may  be  prosecuted  in  the 
manner  provided  by  it "  (§  468).  Every  court  has  power, 
where  an  answer  is  put  in  to  grant  relief  consistent  with  the 
case  made  by  the  complaint  and  embraced  within  the  issue 
{Id.  §  275).  The  court  in  this  action  had  power,  therefore, 
to  admeasure  and  enforce  the  plaintiff's  right  of  dower, .if  it 
determined  that  she  had  any  under  the  case  made.  What 
part  of  the  land  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to,  as  dower,  as 
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well  as  the  amount  due  her  for  her  share  of  the  profits  with- 
held, were  specific  questions  of  fact  involved  in  the  issue 
made  by  the  pleadings,  and  were  therefore  proper  subjects 
of  reference,  and  their  determination  was  necessary  to  cany 
the  judgment  into  effect  {Code,  §  254).  There  surely  could 
be  no  doubt  of  the  power  of  the  court  in  such  an  action  to 
admeasure  the  dower  itse^,  if  it  had  sufficient  materials 
before  it,  after  acquiring  jurisdiction  over  the  subject.  If 
so,  it  oonld  transfer  the  inqiiiry  to  a  referee  to  aid  in  asoer- 
tabling  it.  The  defendant  waived  every  objection,  except  a 
want  of  jurisdiction,  and  even  fi,  right  of  appeal  from  the 
order  of  reference,  by  Utigating  before  the  referee  without 
such  appeal,  and  by  filing  exceptions  to  the  report.  (Gaines 
agt.  Wyckoff,  1  Cai.  B.  147 ;  Forrest  agt.  Forrest,  8  Bosw. 
663 ;  8.  a  25  JV:  T.  B.  510 ;  Ghflin  agt.  Farmers'  and  00- 
zens*  Bank,  Id.  296).  On  appeal  also,  such  an  error  in  the 
proceeding  as  admeasuring  the  dower  by  one  referee  instead 
of  three  (as  it  does  not  appear  that  he  was  not  a  freeholder), 
shoidd  be  disregarded,  as  not  affecting  the  substantial  rights 
of  the  defendant  {Code,  §  176). 

The  plaintiff  of  course  was  only  entitled  to  one-third 
of  the  land  according  to  its  value  at  the  time  of  its  aliena- 
tion in  1854  to  the  defendant,  under  the  statute  of  1806  (1 
B.  L.  1813,  60,  §  1),  and  the  Revised  Statutes  (1  B.  8.  740, 
%1;  Id.  742,  §  17 ;  2  Id.  490,  §  13),  and  was  not  to  be 
allowed  for  any  increase  in  value  since  ( Walker  agt.  8chuy' 
ler,  10  Wend.  481),  or  any  improvements  (Coates  agt.  Gheever, 
1  Gow.  460). 

No  evidence  was  given  of  any  change  in  its  value  to  the 
time  of  the  inquiry  before  the  referee,  or  of  any  improve- 
ments put  upon  the  premises,  except  upon  the;  house  exclu- 
sive of  the  improvements,  the  house  could  hardly  have  been 
worth  as  much  at  the  time  of  the  trial  as  at  that  of  the 
alienation.  Omitting  the  house,  the  relative  value  of  the 
lots  remaining,  to  those  assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  must  most 
probably  have  continued  the  same  between  those  dates.  The 
use  of  the  house  at  its  present  valuation,  including  the  costs 
of  improvements  made   by  the  defendant   thereon,  was 
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assigned  to  make  up  the  yalne  of  the  one-third  of  the  pre- 
mises,  exclnsiye  of  the  valuation  of  the  improyements  on  the 
house,  assigned  to  her  for  dower.  There  is  no  rule  of  law 
forbidding  absolutely  the  assignment  of  such  improyements 
as  part  of  the  dower,  provided  they  are  not  taken  into 
account  in  admeasuring  the  dower,  although,  if  an  assign- 
ment be  otherwise  practicable,  they  are  not  to  be  included 
(2  B.  S.  490,  §  13,  8vb.  2 ;  Goates  agt.  Cheever,  1  Cow.  460 ; 
BeU  agt.  Mayor,  dec,  cf  New  York,  10  Paige,  42,  72) ;  such 
improyements  could  not  well  be  separated  from  the  house. 
The  propriety  of  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the  referee 
in  that  respect,  was  passed  upon  by  the  judge  at  special 
term,  and  his  decision  should  not  be  disturbed  {Fcyrreat  agt. 
Forresty  vbi  sup).  The  other  provision  of  the  same  statute 
(2  R.  8.  490,  §  13,  sub.  2),  was  complied  with  by  deducting 
from  the  lands  allotted  for  dower,  the  value  of  the  improve- 
ments. 

Taxes  before  the  six  years  to  which  the  inquiry  was  lim- 
ited, being  before  October,  1857,  were  properly  excluded,  as 
was  the  rate  paid  for  the  use  of  Croton  water  by  the  defend- 
ant. Any  amoxmt  paid  for  ornamental  work  or  repairs  to  the 
additions  or  improvements  was  properly  excluded.  There 
was  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  insured  the  plaintiff's 
interest  in  the  premises,  or  anything  more  than  his  own, 
whether  he  or  she  could  have  recovered,  if  he  had  so  insured, 
is  doubtful  {De  Longtteman  agt  Trademens'  Ins.  Co.  2  HcJl, 
539) :  he  was  not  entitled,  therefore,  to  any  premiums  of 
insurance  paid,  unless  shown  to  have  been  for  the  plaintiff's 
benefit.  No  errors  of  fact  have  been  shown  to  have  been 
committed  by  the  referee. 

The  judgment  and  order  confirming  the  report  must, 
therefore,  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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COUBT  OF  APPEALS. 

Fkedebioe  a.  Lawbenge  and  others,  appellants  agt.  Thb 
Bank  of  the  Bepubuo,  respondent. 

A  sheriff  has  no  standing  in  oonrt  to  inatitate  e  creditor'B  buU  to  reach  the  pixh 
ceeda  of  assigned  property  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  which  he  conld  not  other- 
wise attach  as  the  debtor's  property. 

Where  an  action  was  brought  by  the  general  aasigneet  of  Judgment  debtocs, 
against  a  batik  to  recoyer  a  debt  due  them  for  money  they  had  deposited  to 
their  credit  as  such  assignees ;  and  the  bank  set  up  as  an  off-set  or  counter- 
claim that  it  had  obtained  a  judgment  against  the  plain  tiflh*  assignors  in  an 
aUadhment  suit ;  that  an  execution  had  been  issued  thereon  and  returned  unsat- 
isfied, and  that  the  bank  had  a  right  to  apply  the  moneys  deposited  by  the 
plaintiflh  in  their  bank  towards  the  payment  of  tiieir  Judgment—the  sheriff  hay- 
ing preyionsly  attached  the  fbnds  standing  upon  the  books  of  the  bank  to  the 
credit  of  the  plaintiffs,  in  the  attachment  suit  in  flavor  of  the  bank : 

HddL^  that  the  bank  was  not  entitled  to  retain  the  moneys  to  satisfy  its  Judgment 
against  the  plaintiff's  assignors. 

The  sheriff  acquired  no  Uen  upon  the  funds  by  the  service  of  the  attachment  In 
equUy,  perhaps  the  bank  might  be  adjudged  to  hold  the  proceeds  of  the  assigned 
property  in  trust  for  creditors :  but  at  law,  the  bank  is  the  debtor  of  the  plain- 
tifib  in  respect  to  such  funds. 

When  the  assigned  property  has  been  sold  by  the  assigneee,  and  its  identity  gone, 
thejproceed^  cannot  be  attached  or  levied  upon  by  the  sheriff  as  the  debtors 
property ;  and  setting  aside  the  assignment  simply,  would  not  vest  the  title  to 
such  proceeds  in  the  debtors. 

A  court  of  equity,  in  cases  of /rattd,  follow  the  proceeds  of  the  debtors  property 
and  afford  a  remedy  by  turning  the  legal  owner  of  the  fonds  into  a  trustee  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors.  Such  a  suit  lies  against  the  Judgment  debtor  and  his 
assignees. 

The  defendants  by  their  answer  containing  such  cowtier^daim,  and  the  service 
thereof,  do  not  thereby  take  the  position  of  plaintiflh  in  a  creditor's  suit,  and 
acquire  a  lien  in  the  same  manner  as  they  would  by  the  institution  of  a  credit- 
or's suit :  Such  a  defense  is  in  the  nature  of  an  equitable  ^/eHrUfff;  and  cannot  be 
sustained  on  the  ground  that  it  is  a  complaint  in  the  nature  of  a  creditor's  suit. 

Besides,  in  a  creditor's  suit  against  a  judgment  debtor,  to  set  aside  a  prior  assign- 
ment made  by  him  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  on  the  ground  of  fraud, 
the  judgment  deHitor  is  a  necessary  party, 

March  Term,  1866. 

The  plaintiff  sued  the  bank  to  recoyer  a  debt  dtiQ  them 
for  moneys  they  had  deposited  to  their  oredit  as  assignees  of 
Lanes,  Boice  &  Co. 

The  bank  put  in  an  answer,  setting  np  the  fact  that  the 
assignors  of  the  plaintiffs  owed  the  bank ;  to  recover  which, 
the  bank  commenced  an  action  in  the  supreme  court,  in 
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which  an  attachment  was  procured  under  the  227th  section 
of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  upon  the  ground  that  Lanes, 
Boice  k  Co.,  the  assignors,  had  assigned  their  property  to 
f  defraud  creditors,  and  that  the  sheriff  had  executed  the 
attachment  on,  and  attached  the  funds  standing  upon  the 
books  of  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  the  plaintiffs  in  this 
action. 

It  was  further  stated  in  the  answer,  that  the  bank  recoT- 
ered  a  judgment  against  Lanes,  Boice  <&  Co.,  for  over 
$128,000  in  the  attachment  suit ;  that  an  execution  had  been 
issued  upon  the  judgment  and  duly  returned  nvUa  bona.  The 
defendants  thereupon  insisted  that  they  had  a  right  to  apply 
the  moneys  deposited  by  the  plaintiffs  in  their  bank,  as  part 
payment  of  the  forementioned  judgment,  and  insisted  upon 
this  right  by  way  of  off-set  or  counter-claim.  This  action 
.was  tried  in  the  superior  court  of  New  York,  before  a  jury, 
and  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  they  found  for  the 
plaintiffs  the  amount  due  them  from  the  bank,  the  judge 
having  overruled  the  defense  when  offered  in  evidence. 

Judgment  having  been  entered  upon  the  verdict,  the  defend- 
ants appealed  to  the  general  term  of  that  court,  which  made 
an  order  reversing  the  judgment  and  granting  a  new  trial, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

The  plaintiffs  appealed  from  that  order  to  this  court. 

J.  Labocque, /or  appdUmts. 
Thos.  H.  Bodman, /or  reypoTident. 

MoBGAN,  J.  Li  my  opinion,  the  Bank  of  the  Republic  is 
not  entitled  to  retain  the  moneys  of  the  plaintiffs  to  satisfy 
its  judgment  against  the  assignors. 

It  is  conceded,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  below,  that  the 
sheriff  acquired  no  lien  upon  the  fonds  by  the  serviqe  of  the 
attachment.  In  equity y  perhaps  the  bank  may  be  adjudged 
to  hold  the  proceeds  of  the  assigned  property  in  trust  foi 
creditors,  but  at  law,  the  bank  is  the  debtor  of  these  plain- 
tiffs in  respect  to  such  funds. 

The  sheiiff  may  doubtless  attach  any  property  which  wae 
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transferred  to  the  plamtifEs  by  the  alleged  fraudulent  assign- 
ment, and  hold  it  subject  to  the  decision  of  the  court  upon 
the  question  of  fraud.  But  in  such  case  he  must  defend  the 
seizure  in  behalf  of  the  creditors,  and  show  that  the  assign- 
ment was  fraudulent  as  to  the  plaintifEs  debt.  As  to  credit- 
ors, the  title  to  such  property  does  not  pass,  if  the  assignment 
is  fraudulent,  but  is  liable  to  seizure  to  satisfy  the  plaintifh 
debt. 

The  case  is,  however,  different  when  the  assigned  property 
has  been  sold  by  the  assignees,  and  its  identity  gone.  The 
proceeds  cannot  be  attached  or  levied  upon  by  the  sheriff  as 
the  debtor's  property.  Setting  aside  the  assignment  simply, 
would  not  vest  the  title  to  such  proceeds  in  the  debtors. 

The  only  remedy  of  the  creditor  in  such  a  case,  is  for  him 
to  institute  a  creditor's  suit,  and  fasten  a  trtiat  upon  such 
proceeds  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  which  necessarily  con: 
firms  the  legal  title  of  the  assignees  to  the  assigned  property, 
instead  of  annulling  it,  as  would  be  the  case  if  the  sheriff 
had  seized  the  assigned  property  instead  of  the  proceeds. 

The  various  provisions  of  the  Code  in  relation  to  attach- 
ments, are  in  harmony  with  these  views. 

By  section  227,  an  attachment  may  issue  when  the  debtor 
has  assigned  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  credit- 
ors. The  right  of  the  sheriff  to  hold  it,  depends  upon  his 
establishing  the  fraud  as  against  the  creditor,in  whose  behalf 
he  has  attached  it. 

By  section  232,  the  sheriff  is  authorized,  subject  to  the 
direction  of  the  court,  to  collect  and  receive  into  his  posses- 
sion all  debts,  credits  and  effects  of  the  defendants,  and  for 
that  purpose  to  bring  suits  in  his  or  the  defendants  name. 
Certainly  there  is  no  authority  given  in  this  section  to  bring 
a  creditor's  suit  to  reach  the  proceeds  of  the  assigned  pro- 
perty. .The  sheriff  can  only  bring  such  actions  as  the 
defendant  himself  could  bring,  but  for  the  assignment,  except 
as  against  those  who  subsequently  intermeddle  with  the 
property  already  attached  by  him.  He  cannot  bring  a  suit 
to  subject  property  to  an  attachment,  which  could  not  b€ 
otherwise  attached.    And  by  section  234,  the  attachment 
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may  be  levied  upon  the  right  or  share  of  the  defendant  in 
the  stock  of  any  association  or  corporation,  and  all  other 
property  of  such  defendant  in  this  state ;  and  by  section 
237,  the  sheriff  is  required  to  satisfy  the  judgment,  if  one  is 
obtained,  otit  cf  the  property  aUached  by  him. 

It  is  clear  to  my  mind,  that  the  sheriff  has  no  standing  in 
court  to  institute  a  creditor's  suit  to  reach  the  proceeds  of 
assigned  property  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  which  he  could 
not  otherwise  attach  as  the  debtor's  property. 

The  attachment  suit  may,  therefore,  be  considered  %fi  of 
no  consequence  in  the  defense  of  this  action. 

The  other  ground  upon  which  the  defense  is  based,  is,  I 
think,  equally  untenable. 

It  may  be  conceded,  that  creditors  could  reach  the  funds 
by  a  creditor's  suit,  upon  the  theory  that  the  assignees  hold 
them  in  trust  for  creditors,  by  reason  of  fraud  in  the  assign- 
ment. A  court  of  equity  in  cases  of  fraud,  follows  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  debtor's  property,  and  afford  a  remedy  by 
turning  the  legal  owners  of  the  fund  into  a  trustee  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors.  Such  a  suit  lies  against  the  judgment 
debtor  and  his  assignees.  An  injunction  may  be  obtained 
against  the  assignees  to  restrain  ihem  from  disposing  of  the 
funds  if  there  is  any  danger  of  their  insolvency,  although 
the  institution  of  the  suit  itself  would  create  a  lien  upon  the 
funds  which  would  be  sufficient  as  against  the  assignees. 

But  here  the  assignees  have  not  got  the  funds ;  on  the 
contrary,  the  defendants  have  them  in  their  custody,  and 
attempt  to  withhold  them  before  they  have  obtained  any  lien 
upon  them  by  action  or  otherwise. 

The  defendants'  counter-claim  then,  comes  to  this :  that 
inasmuch  as  they  have  a  right  to  commence  a  creditor's  suit 
and  obtain  a  lien,  the  funds  may  be  detained  from  the  plain- 
tiff in  anticipation  of  such  lien. 

There  is  no  more  propriety  in  this  than  would  be  in  allow- 
ing a  bailee  of  personal  property  to  refuse  to  deliver  it  up  to 
the  owner  on  demand,  because  the  owner  owed  him  a  debt 
for  which  the  property  might  be  subsequently  attached. 

When  this  action  was  commenced,  the  defendants  were 
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clearly  liable  in  debt  for  the  fands  which  the  plaintifiGs  had 
deposited  in  their  bank,  for  at  that  precise  time  it  is  admit- 
ted they  had  acquired  no  lien  upon  these  funds  by  the  insti- 
tution of  a  creditor's  suit. 

Now,  when  in  the  progress  of  this  action  did  the  defend- 
ants become  entitled  to  retain  these  funds?  The  theory  of 
the  defense  is,  that  by  their  answer  they  take  the  position 
of  plaintiffs  in  a  creditor's  suit ;  and  to  foUow  out  the  analogy, 
it  must  be  inferred  that  by  the  service  of  their  answer  they 
acqvired  a  lien  in  the  same  manner  as  they  would  have 
Quired  it  by  the  institution  of  a  creditor's  Jt 

The  answer,  it  is  said,  contained  a  connter-daim  in  the 
nature  of  a  complaint  in  a  creditor's  suit.  There  is  some- 
thing specious  in  this  reasoning,  but  it  strikes  the  legal  mind 
as  a  very  novel  proposition. 

1.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  a  lien  of  the  character  men- 
tioned, cannot  be  acquired  by  a  defendant  merely  by  putting 
in  an  answer,  which  shows  that  he  is  in  a  situation  to  insti- 
tute a  creditor's  suit,  through  which  he  might  ultimately  be 
able  to  reach  the  debt  sued  for. 

Such  a  defense  is  in  the  nature  of  an  equitable  set-off,  and 
it  is  not  claimed  that  it  can  be  sustained  upon  that  ground. 

2.  I  am  also  of  the  opinion  that  the  proper  parties  are  not 
before  the  court  to  litigate  the  question.  In  a  creditor's  suit 
against  a  judgment  debtor,  to  set  aside  a  prior  assignment 
made  by  him,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  he  is  a  necessary  party.  Indeed,  he  must 
be  deemed  the  principal  party,  otherwise  different  persons 
claiming  portions  of  the  assigned  property  could  not  be 
joined  as  defendants.  The  common  point  of  litigation  is 
tiie  alleged  fraudulent  transfer  of  the  property.  (Fdlou?8  agb 
FeUowSy  4  Cow.  B.  682). 

3.  It  is  said  that  such  a  defense  is  authorized  by  the  Code 
to  prevent  circuity  of  action.  However  desirable  it  may  be 
to  settle  in  one  suit  all  the  controversies  between  the  parties 
whicji  relate  to  the  same  subject  matter,  it  is  not  proper  to 
disregard  the  weU  settled  forms  of  action  to  accomplish  such 
a  result,  except  when  the  statute  plainly  furnishes  a  new 
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iotm  of  remedy.  It  is  safer  to  abide  by  the  old  land  mark 
of  the  law,  than  to  try  experiments  in  the  expectation  of 
finding  a  shorter  road  to  the  temple  of  justice. 

The  Code  does  not,  I  think,  authorize  such  a  defense  by 
way  of  counter-claim.  It  provides  that  a  defendant  may 
interpose  a  defense  constituting  a  counter-claim,  provided 
such  claim  exists  in  favor  of  the  defendant  and  against  the 
plaintiff,  and  grows  out  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  or  is  con- 
nected with  the  subject  matter  of  the  action  (§§  149, 160). 

The  defendants'  claim,  even  if  it  could  be  regarded  as 
existing  against  the  plaintiffs,  is  not  connebted  with  the  sub- 
ject matter  of  the  action.  It  did  not  grow  out  of  it  or  arise 
out  of  the  same  transaction  as  between  these  parties.  The 
subject  of  this  suit  is  a  debt  which  the  defendant  owed  to  the 
plaintiffs,  and  when  recovered,  the  funds  are  just  as  liable  to 
be  subjected  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  defendants'  judgment 
against  the  assignors  as  before.  The  rcecovery  of  the  debt  in 
no  sense  changes  the  rights  (f  the  parties^  but  leaves  the  plain- 
tiffs to  be  proceeded  against  by  other  judgment  creditors  as 
well  as  the  defendants,  without  the  embarrassment  of  hav- 
ing the  funds  put  beyond  their  reach,  by  a  summary  confis- 
cation, for  the  benefit  of  these  defendants.  In  case  some 
other  judgment  creditor  had  first  commenced  a  suit  against 
the  assignors  and  assignees  to  reach  the  proceeds  of  the 
assigned  property,  it  woTild  be  a  noTel  proceeding  to  inter- 
pose  that  fact  by  way  of  reply  to  avoid  the  counter-claim  of 
these  defendants. 

It  is  very  evident  that  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiffs  in  this 
action  wiU  not  change  the  characte  of  the  fuids  in  question ; 
nor  will  it  hinder  or  impair  any  remedy  which  the'  defendants 
or  other  judgment  creditors  may  have,  to  reach  them  by  any 
of  the  ordinary  forms  of  action  or  proceeding  which  have 
been  hitherto  used  for  such  purposes. 

The  plaintiffs  have  an  undoubted  right,  as  against  the 
defendants,  to  the  custody  of  the  funds,  until  the  assignment 
is  set  aside  by  action  in  a  court  of  justice,  in  which  action 
tixe  assignees'may  be  reskained  bL  disposing  of  them- 
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but  there  is  no  way  by  which  the  judgment  creditors  can 
have  the  use  of  them  in  the  meantime. 

The  order  of  the  general  term  of  the  superior  court  should 
be  rerersed,  with  costs,  and  the  judgment  entered  upon  the 
verdict  affirmed. 


•  ♦• 


SUPEEME  COUBT. 

Edwabd  M.  Bbown,  plaintiff,  respondent  agt.  The  Kinos 
Couin?  FiBE  Insubanoe  Company,  defendants,  appellants. 

Where  papers  containing  preliminary  proqfs  of  loss  by  fire  are  serred  on  and 
received  by  the  insurance  company,  without  objection,  it  is  too  late  for  the  com- 
pany on  the  trial,  to  object  that  these  preliminary  proofs  were  defective  and 
insufficient ;  e8i>ecially  so  where  the  loss,  when  it  became  payable,  was  refused 
to  be  paid  on  the  ground  alone  that  the  risk  had  been  increased. 

Where  the  defendants  by  their  polipy,  insured  the  pUdntiif  against  loss  or  damage 
by  Are,  on  hia  stock  qf  drug«,  oJiemioals  and  other  merchandiiet  "  ?uizardou8  and 
extra  hazardous,** 

nddf  that  the  policy  did  not  become  Toid,  nor  the  defendants  non-liable,  by  reft* 
son  of  the  plaintiff  placing  to  warm  upon  a  stove  upon  the  premises  about  fine 
gaOons  qf  an  if^mable  compound,  caUed  ointneni,  by  reason  of  which  the  fire 
was  occasioned. 

It  is  usual  for  druggists  to  mix  various  kinds  of  ointment  and  to  melt  it  on  their 
stoves,  as  was  done  in  this  case ;  and  the  insurers  must  be  deemed  to  be 
acquainted  with  the  business  and  to  have  included  it  in  the  risk. 

If  the  risk  had  not  been  increased  within  the  spirit  of  the  conditions  so  as  to 
avoid  the  policy,  then  it  is  no  defense  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  been  more 
careful  in  the  management  of  a  business  which  the  policy  permitted  him  to 
canyon. 

New  York  General  Term  November^  1865. 

B^ore  Inobaham,  P.  J. ;  Leonabd  and  Babnabd,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  judgment  at  special  term. 

Pboyost  &  FiSHEB,/6r  appdUmts. 

SxuABT  &  Van  Look,  aUcmeys,  anfil 

Sidney  H.  Stuart,  Jb.,  counsel  /or  respondents^ 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  was  properly  denied. 
I.  If  the  preliminary  proofs  were  not  sufficient,  the  pro- 
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• 

nsion  requiring  fhem  being  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendants, 
by  omitting  to  object  to  them,  they  waived  all  right  to  insist 
on  the  defects. 

1.  They  received  the  verified  proofs  first  famished,  with- 
out objecting  to  the  absence  of  a  notarial  or  magistrate's  certi- 
ficate, or  to  any  other  defect,  and  never  apprised  the  plaintiff 

'  that  they  desired  more  minute  information.  This  was  a 
waiver  of  all  defects  in  the  preliminary  proofs.  (Bumstead 
agt.  Dividend  Mutwd  Insurance  Go.  2  Kem,  B.  81,  97,  99 ; 
Bo(Ue  agt.  Chenango  MvJtvdl  Insurance  Co.  2  CcmsL  B.  53, 
67;  O'NidAgt.  Buffalo  Fire  Insurance  Co.  8  ComstB.  128, 
129 ;  Clark  agt.  N.  E.  Insurance  Co.  6  Cush.  B.  345 ;  Under- 
hm  agt.  A.  Insurance  Co.  6  CusL  B.  445.) 

2.  The  preliminary  proofe  were  prepared  under  the  instruc- 
tions of  one  of  the  clerks  of  the  defendants  (Bodle  agt. 
Chenango  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  2  Comet.  B.  53,  58). 

3.  The  inventory,  books  and  papers  of  the  plaintiff,  were 
left  with  the  defendants,  and  returned  to  the  plaintiff  with- 
out objection.  No  objection  was  made  to  the  account  ren- 
dered to  the  defendants  by  the  plaintiff,  although  two  or 
three  months  elapsed  before  payment  was  demanded.  All 
defects  were  mereby  waived  {Same  case). 

4.  A  personal  inspection  or  the  premises  was  made  by  the 
secretary,  inspector  and  agent  of  the  defendants,  none  of 
whom  objed^d  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  preliminary  proofs. 

5.  A  defect  in  the  preliminary  proofs  not  having  been 
pointed  out  at  the  time  they  were  presented,  so  that  the 
defect  might  have  been  supplied,  any  subsequent  objectiom 
was  offered  too  late.  (O'Nid  agt.  Buffalo  Fire  Insurant 
Company y  3  Corns.  B.  122, 128 ;  Bodle  agt.  Chenango  Mutual 
Insurance  Company,  2  Corns.  B.  58.) 

6.  The  defendants,  having  based  their  refusal  to  pay  the 
loss  on  another  ground,  namely,  that  the  risk  had  been 
increased,  they  thereby  waived  all  objection  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  preliminary  proofe.  (Bumstead  agt.  IHvident  Mutual 
Insuranx^  Company ,  2  Kem.  B.  97,  99 ;  O'Nid  agt.  Buffalo 
Fire  Insurance  Company ,  3  Comst,  B.  128 ;  Etna  Fire  Insu- 
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ranee  Company  agt.  Tyl&r,  16  Wmd.  B.  402;  2  E.I).  Smith, 
286.) 

7.  The  defendants  haying  failed  to  object  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  preliminary  proofe,  before  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  their  conduct  wotdd  operate  as  a  fraud  on  the 
plaintiff,  if  the  defense  is  uphelL  Good  faith  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants  required  that,  if  they  meant  to  insist  upon 
a  formal  defect  in  the  preliminary  proofs,  they  should  have 
apprised  the  insured  of  the  nature  of  the  objection,  so  as  to 
give  him  an  opportunity  of  supplying  the  defects,  and  their 
neglect  to  do  so  must  be  taken  as  a  waiver  of  the  defects. 
{O'Niel  agt.  Buffalo  Fire  Insurance  Company,  3  Comst.  B. 
128;  Bodle  agt.  Chenango  Mutual  Insurance  Company,  2 
Comst.  B.  68 ;  Clark  agt.  New  England  Insurance  Company, 
6  Cush.  ^.  345 ;  6  Haw.  &  Johns.  408,  410,  412,) 

II.  The  defendants  having,  under  the  policy,  insured  the 
plaintiff  against  loss  or  damage  by  fire  on  his  stock  of  drugs 
and  chemicals,  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  use,  keep  on  hand, 
compound  and  manufacture  all  such  articles  as  were  neces- 
sary.  or  employed  by  him  in  his  busmess  as  a  druggist 

1.  This  is  true,  although  the  use  or  keeping  of  such  arti- 
cles was  prohibited  by  the  printed  terms  of  the  poUcy  as 
extra  hazardous.  {Bryant  agt.  Poughkeqpsie  Mutual  Insu- 
rance Company,  3  Smith  B.  200 ;  Harper  agt.  JIbany  Mutual 
In^surance  Company,  3  Smith  B.  197.) 

2.  The  insurance  upon  the  plaintiff's  stock  as  a  druggist, 
in  the  specified  building,  authorized  the  plaintiff  to  make 
drugs  and  medical  compounds  in  the  building,  though  drug 
making  was  classed  as  extra  hazardous  in  the  conditions  of 
the  policy.  ( WaR  agt.  Howard  Insurance  Company,  14  Barh. 
B.  383,  affirmed  in  Court  of  Appeals,  December,  1854.) 

3.  The  term  ''stock  of  drugs,"  in  the  poUcy,  includes, 
besides  materials,  aU  compounds  and  mixtures  of  drugs 
necessary  to  the  plaintiff  for  carrying  on  his  business  as  a 
druggist.     (1  PhiUips  on  Insurance,  §  489.) 

4.  The  plaintiff  was,  at  the  time  the  loss  occurred,  engaged 
in  preparing  an  article,  previously  manufactured  by  him, 
necessary  as  a  part  of  his  stock  of  drugs,  and  used  by  him 
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m  his  business  as  a  druggist,  and.  consequently,  the  risk  was 
not  increased.  The  insurers  must  be  supposed  to  have 
known  what  was  the  nature  of  the  risk  they  had  undertaken 
when  they  insured  the  plaintiff  as  a  druggist,  and  in  issuing 
the  policy  they  must  be  deemed  to  have  included  all  such 
materials  and  manufactures  as  the  compound  prepared  by 
the  plaintiff  in  the  risk. .  {Harper  agt  AUbany  Mutual  Ins.  Co* 
8  Smith  R.  197.) 

5.  That  they  did  so  is  proven  by  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff 
was  insured  on  his  "stock  of  drugs,  chemicals  and  other 
merchandise,  hazardous  and  extra  hazardotis"  and  by  the 
fact  that  they  demanded  and  received  the  premium  deemed 
by  them  adequate  to  the  risk.  {Dunean  agt.  Sun  Fire  Ins. 
Co.  6  Wend.  B.  488.) 

6.  Even  though  the  risk  be  held  to  have  been  increased 
by  the  act  of  the  insured  in  the  preparation  of  a  medical 
compound  as  a  part  of  his  stock,  still,  inasmuch  as  the  pro- 
visions of  the  policy  were  not  violated,  the  insurers  are 
liable.  {Stebbins  agt.  Olobe  Ins.  Co.  2  HaU,  632 ;  Billings  agt. 
Tdland  County  Ins.  Co.  20  Conn.  139 ;  Young  agt.  Washing^ 
ton  County  Mutual  Ins,  Co.  14  Barb.  B.  646.) 

m.  Granting,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  what  we  deny 
as  a  fact,  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  negligence,  still, 
that  is  no  defense  to  this  action.  In  the  absence  of  fraud, 
the  proximate  cause  of  the  loss  is  only  to  be  looked  at,  and 
hence  a  loss  within  the  policy,  though  occasioned  by  the 
negligence  of  the  insured,  is  covered.  {Oates  agt.  Madison 
County  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  1  Sdd.  B.  478,  ajid  the  cases  there 
dted  ;  Matthews  agt.  Howard  Ins.  Co.  1  Kem.  B.  14.) 

lY.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  plaintiff  used  aU  possi- 
ble care  in  the  preparation  of  the  mixture ;  that  the  mixture 
had  previously  been  mantifactured,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
only  engaged  in  preparing  it  for  boxing ;  that  it  was  heated 
in  a  vessel  called  a  water  bath,  such  as  is  ordinarily  used  by 
druggists  for  heating  their  compounds ;  that  the  vessel  was 
not  more  than  two-thirds  full;  that  the  mixture  was  not 
combustible,  and  that  but  for  an  unforeseen  andimavoidable 
accident,  namely^  the  breaking  of  the  stove  upon  which  the 
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mixture  was  being  heated,  no  fire,  and  com^quentlj  no  loss, 
would  have  taken  place. 
Y.  The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

By  the  courts  Barnard,  J.    The  objection  taken  upon  the 
trial,  that  the  certificate  of  the  justice  or  notary  did  not 
accompany  the  preliminary  loss  of  papers,  was  waived  by  the 
defendants'  failure  to  object  in  time.     The  papers  served 
were  not  only  received  without  objection,  but,  when  the  loss 
became  payable,  the  refusal  to  pay  was  upon  the  specific 
ground  that  the  defendant  "  did  not  insure  a  ship  chandler's 
shop,"  meaning  that  the  risk  had  been  increased,  and  upon 
this  ground  only.    It  it  is  too  late,  now,  to  take  any  other. 
The  defendant  makes  this  objection  also,  upon  the  trial,  that 
the  policy  became  «void  by  reason  of  the  plaintiff  placing  to 
warm  upon  a  stove,  upon  the  premises,  about  five  gallons 
of  an  inflammable  compoimd,  called  ointment,  by  reason  of 
which  the  fire  was  occasioned.     The  policy  covers  "  stock 
of  drugs,  chemicals  and  other  merchandise,  hazardous  and 
extra  hazardous."     The  evidence  clearly  shows  that  it  is 
usual  for  druggists  to  mix  various  kinds  of  ointment  and  to 
melt  it  on  their  stoves,  as  this  was  done,  to  put  in  boxes  for 
salei  and  use.  The  insurers  must  be  deemed  to  be  acquainted 
with  the  business  and  to  have  included  it  in  the  risk  {Harper 
agt.  Albany  Ins.  Go,  3  Smith  B,  194).    The  question  of  fact 
found,  that  the  risk  was  not  increased  by  the  heating  of  this 
nuxture  beyond  what  is  fairly  contemplated  by  the  policy 
and  conditions,  is  fuUy  supported  by  the  evidence.    In  the 
absence  of  fraud,  then,  the  insurance  is  against  loss  by  fire. 
If  the  risk  had  not  been  increased  within  the  spirit  of  the 
condition,  so  as  to  avoid  the  policy,  then  it  will  be  no  defense 
that  the  plaintiff  might  have  been  more  careful  in  the  man- 
agement of  a  business  which  the  policy  permitted  him  to 
carry  on  (Gates  agt.  Madison  Go.  Muttud  Ins.  Go.  1  Sdd.  B. 
478).    The  letter  of  the  plaintiff  was  properly  admitted,  the 
proof  being  furnished  by  plaintiff  that  it  reached  defendants' 
company.    It  is  true,  the  defendants'  officers  deny  this,  but 
it  must  all  go  to  the  juiy.    If  the  jury  believe  plaintiff,  the 
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letter  is  eyidence.  The  eyidence  of  what  the  defendants' 
president  would  charge  for  a  risk  like  the  one  in  question 
was  properly  rejected.  The  policy  is  not  to  be  construed  by 
what  the  defendant  would  charge  for  permission  to  insure  to 
do  as  plaintiff  did.  The  question  was,  did  the  act  done 
increase  the  risk  beyond  the  fair  intent  of  the  policy  ?  It 
was  proved  directly  by  defendant  that  it  did  not  increase 
the  risk. 
Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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ABATEICENT. 

L  An  ftpjoeal  from  a  Jndgment  In  de- 
fendanvB  &vor  does  not  abate  by  the 
defendant's  death  {Sc^wiBchard  agt. 
Btimer,  1  DcUy,  459). 

3.  The  sole  defendant  in  an  action  hav- 
ing obtahied  a  judgment  in  his  favor, 
died  pending  an  appeal  therefrom, 
proceedings  on  the  judgment  being 
stayed  in  the  mean  time:  ifeZd,  that 
the  personal  representatives  of  such 
defendant  have  a  right  to  have  them- 
selves made  parties  to  the  appeal, 
and  ihis  should  be  done  by  motion 
to  the  court  in  the  manner  provided 
by  section  121  of  the  Gode  of  Proce- 
dure (Id). 

S.  The  cause  of  action  in  a  replevin  suit 
Burrives  tiie  death  of  the  plaintiff, 
though  not  of  the  dfifendant,  and  the 
action  may  be  continued  in  the  name 
of  the  decedent's  representatives  in 
which  case  the  suretiee  of  the  dece- 
dent on  the  replevin  bond  continue 
liable  {Lahey  agt.  Brady,  1  Ikdy,  443). 

ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION. 

1.  Where  the  wife  Joins  with  her  hus- 
band in  executing  a  mortgage  to  se- 


cure the  ^avment  of  the  reduced 
amount  whicn  the  creditor  agreed  to 
accept  in  payment  of  the  original  de- 
mand, the  pledge  of  her  mchoate 
right  of  dower  for  such  payment  is 
sufficient  to  convert  the  transaction  to 
an  accord  and  satisfaction,  by  which 
the  original  claim  is  extmguiahed. 
Where  money  is  due  by  the  condition 
of  a  bondj  and  the  defendant  has  a 
ri^ht  to  discharge  it  b^  bringing  the 
prmdpal  and  interest  into  coun,  an 
aocora  and  satisfaction  by  parol  may 
be  set  up  against  it  {Keeler  agt.  SaUs- 
bury,  88  JT.  Y.  JR,  648). 

ACCOUNT. 

1.  The  defendant  having  pleaded  an 
account  stated,  may  elect  to  rely,  upon 
the  trial,  upon  the  stating  of  the  ac- 
count, or  he  mav  fhll  back  upon  the 
accounts,  and  snow  that  there  is,  in 
fact,  a  balance  due  him  {OoingB  agt. 
FaUen,  1  Daly,  168). 

2.  It  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  defense 
of  an  account  stated,  for  the  defend- 
ants to  famish  a  copy  of  the  account 
upon  which  they  meant  to  rely,  in  the 
event  of  their  failure  to  prove  the 
stating  of  an  account.    But  the  de- 
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fendant  h&Ting  refused  to  deUrer  a 
copy  of  the  account  'within  the  time 
irnich  the  Code  allows  after  demand 
made  :  Held,  that  he  will  be  deemed 
to  have  elected  to  rely  upon  the  stat- 
ing of  the  account;  ana  on  motion, 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  order  pre- 
cluding defendant  from  giving  evi- 
dence of  the  accounts  upon  the  trial 
(Id). 

8.  Where  a  party  receiving  an  account 
keeps  the  same,  and  makes  no  objec- 
tion to  it,  withm  reasonable  time,  he 
vrill  be  considered  from  his  silence,  as 
acauiescinff  in  its  correctness,  and  it 
will  have  tne  force  of  a  stated  account 
between  the  parties,  binding  as  such 
upon  both  01  them,  presumptively 
{Ibtoaley  agt  Denison,  45  Baro.  490). 

4k  And  ii  either  party  attempts  to  im- 
peach the  settlement  and  open  the 
accounts  for  re-examination,  the  bur- 
den of  proof  rests  upon  him,  and  he 
must  prove  fraud,  or  point  out  clearly 
the  error  or  nustake  on  which  he 
relies  {Id), 

AOnON. 

1.  The  assignee  of  stock  already  con- 
verted may  maintain  an  action  for  the 
conversion,  after  a  tender  of  the  debt, 
and  demand  made  upon  the  wrong- 
doer {Genet  agt  Howland,  45  £at^, 
660). 

2.  An  action  cannot  be  sustained  as  a 
case  of  interpleader  where  the  plain- 
tiff denies  any  liability  to  either  of  tiie 
defendants^  and  neither  admits  that 
amr  thioK  is  due  to  one  of  them,  nor 
offers  to  bring  the  amount  in  dispute 
into  court  {McHenry  agi  Edxard,  45 
Barb,  657). 

8.  An  allegation  that  the  defendants 
have  fraudulently  confederated  and 
conspired  together  for  Uie  purpose 
of  harrassing  the  plaintiff  by  prose- 
cuting separate  suits  against  him  for 
the  same  cause;  and  tnat  such  suits 
have  been  commenced  and  are  prose- 
cuted in  pursuance  of  andti  conspiracy, 
is  not  sufficient  to  sustain  an  action  or 
uphold  an  ix^unction,  where  the  de- 
fendants omim  adverselv  to  each 
other,  as  well  as  to  the  plaintifl;  and 
no  direct  fraud  is  charged:  the  plaintiff 
merely  aver-  ring  hiB  belief  of  such  con- 
spiracv  because  the  defendants  have 
brought  separate  actions  for  the  same 
cause,  and  oy  the  same  attorney  {Id), 

4.  Proof,  more  direct  than  this,  is  ne- 
cessary to  sustain  such  an  action. 
Fraud,  in  such  a  case,  is  not  to  be 

§  resumed,  uid  the  conspiracy  should 
e  distinctly  averred,  ana  not  charged 
nnon  the  mere  belief  of  the  plaintiff 


1 5.  Such  an  action,  and  the  injunction 
'  granted  therein,  camiot  be  sustained 
on.  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  claims 
equitable  and  affimative  relief  on  his 
part.  Nor  on  the  ^jound  that  it  will 
prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits  {Id). 

6.  Neither  can  the  action  be  sustained 
by  considering  it  an  action  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  bill  or  interpleader  to  prevent 
danger  of  a  double  recovexy  against 
the  plaintiff  (Jd). 

7.  An  action  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of 
interpleader,  ean  only  be  sustained 
where  the  parties  sought  to  be  inter- 

S leaded  have  somerignt  or  interest  in 
le  subject  matter  of  tne  action,  which 
interferes  with  the  plaintiff  s  attempt 
to  establish  fads  own  rights  {Id), 

8.  The  law  will  not  permit  a  party  who 
has  recovered  in  one  action  a  portion 
of  an  entire  demand,  to  make  tne  resi- 
due of  it  the  subject  of  another  suit 
{Bancroft  agt.  mnspear.  44  Baaif. 
909). 

9.  To  recover  back  money  paid  on  an 
award  obtained  by  fraud  {Slate  of 
Michigan  agt.  PJioeniz  Bank,  9SN,Y 
E,9). 

10.  The  defendant  collected  a  sum  of 
money  for  8..  with  directions  to  pay 
the  same  to  tne  plaintiff:  H^  tnat 
this  was  equivalent  to  an  express 
promise  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff,  to  pay  him  such  sum,  and 
an  action  for  money  had  and  received 
by  plaintiff  was  well  brought :  Heidf 
further.\hB.i  no  consideration  between 

Slaintiff  and  S.,  need  be  shown.  Un- 
er  such  circumstances,  it  ia  no  de- 
fense that  another  party  claims  the 
same  sum,  but  the  money  should  be 
paid  into  court,  and  such  third  party 
Drought  in  by  way  of  interpleader 
Berry  agt.  Mayhew^  1  Daly^  54). 

11.  The  master  of  a  vessel  has  a  lieo 
upon  the  freight  and  earnings  of  the 
vessel  for  the  voyage,  for  advances 
and  personal  responsibilities  necessa- 
rily made  or  incurred  by  him  during 
the  voyage,  for  the  safety  of  the  yes- 
sol,  and  tne  successful  prosecution  of 
the  voyage ;  and  this  Ben  is  assign*- 
ble  {Sortey  agt.  Brewer y  1  Daly^  79). 

12.  The  plaintiff  paid  an  assessment  im- 
posed on  his  property,  which,  by  mis- 
take of  the  collector  ot  assessments, 
was  credited  to  other  property  not 
owned  by  him :  JETeld,  that  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  back  the  money  as 
being  paid  bv  mistake.  The  plaintiff 
having  paid  nls  assessment,  toe  same 
is  satisfied,  no  matter  what  entry  may 
be  made  on  the  defendants*  books : 
and  the  plaintiff  has  his  remedy  to 
enjoin  the  defendants  from  selling  the 
property  for  non-payment  of  the  as- 
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Meement,  or  he  may  compel  the  de- 
fendants as  an  incumbrance  or  lien 
(Purdu6  agt.  The  Mayor,  <fcc.,  1  DcHyy 
lil). 

IS.  In  an  action  npon  an  undertaking 
ffiyen  under  section  856  of  the  Ck)de, 
\o  obtain  a  stay  of  execution,  after  an 
appeal  and  affirmance,  it  ia  not  proper 
to  mquire  at  the  trial  whether  or  not 
the  appeal  had  been  perfected  by  the 
filing  of  the  undertalung  prescribed 
by  section  354  of  the  Ck>do.  It  is  suffi- 
cient that  the  undertaking  sued  upon 
is  in  pursuance  of  a  statute  require- 
ment ;  that  it  was  in  the  form  pre- 
scribed theredy,  and  that  it  was  g^ven 
in  a  case  contemplated  by  the  statute 
(iSfeerilfM;  agt.  Leoy,  1  Dcrfy,  96). 

14.  It  is  sufficient  to  estabhsh  the  plain- 
tiff's right  to  recoyer  in  such  an  ac- 
tion, to  prove  the  undertaking  entered 
into  by  the  defendants,  the  rendition 
of  the  judgment  therein  referred  to, 
and  the  sheriff's  return  of  the  execu- 
tion issued  upon  the  judgment  unsat- 
isfied (id). 

15.  The  distinction  between  legal  and 
equitable  actions,  and  the  difference 
in  the  mode  of  conducting  them 
pointed  out  {SmiOi  agt.  Lewis,  1  Daly 
l52). 

ADMIBALT7. 

1.  A  Court  qf  AdmiraUy  has  jurisdictUm, 
in  all  cases  of  wrongs  complained  of, 
committed  on  the  high  seas,  or  within 
the  ebb  and  flow  of  tne  tide,  whore  an 
action  of  case,  or  trespass  on  the  case, 
might  be  maintained  for  such  wrongs 
in  a  court  of  common  law  jurisdiction 
{SmUh  agt.  WUson,  ante,  272). 

2.  The  master  qf  a  ship  or  vessd  stands 
towards  vjomen  and  minors,  in  the  re- 
lation of  a  parent,  especially  so  when 
they  are  unaccompanied  by  a  natural 

guardian.  And  in  the  eye  of  the  law, 
e  stands  to  all  his  passen&^ers  in  loco 
parentis.  They  are  entitlea  as  matter 
of  right,  to  his  attention  and  protect- 
tion  (Id). 

8.  No  man  of  blunted  moral  sense,  or 
low  intellectual  range,  or  who  does  not 
possess  a  nice  delicate  sense  of  honor, 
or  whose  experience  of  life  is  narrow 
and  meagre,  should  be  allowed  to  oc- 
cupy the  position  of  master  of  a  ship 
(iS). 

L  Where  the  master  of  a  coast  steamer 
suffered  a  notorious  gambler— a  pas- 
senger on  his  vessel,  to  decoy  a  young 
man  of  eighteen  years  of  age,  also  a 
passenger,  into  playing  upon  a  "sweat 
doth,"  by  which  Uie  latter  lost  $750 


of  money  belonging  to  his  widowed 
mother :  Jidd,  that  the  master  was  Uft- 
ble  in  admiralty,  at  the  suit  of  the 
suit  of  the  mouer,  for  ttie  whole 
amount  of  the  money  and  interest 
(id). 

ATFIDAYIT. 

1.  Assuming  that  an  affidavit  can  only 
be  taken  before  a  notary,  in  the  counnr 
where  the  notary  resides,  or  in  which 
he  was  appointed,  yet  if  there  is 
nothing  to  snow  that  an  affidavit  was 
taken  out  of  his  jurisdiction,  the  pre* 
sumption  wiH  be  that  he  acted  where 
the  venue  of  the  affidavit  is  laid,  and 
that  he  resided  there.  Hence  it  is  un- 
necessarv  for  him  to  add  to  the  signa- 
ture of  his  name  his  place  of  resi- 
dence {MoshertigL  Ikryarick,  46  BaiH>, 
649). 

2.  Clerks  of  counties  being  dassed 
among  the  judicial  officers,  an  affida- 
vit taken  before  a  notary  public,  may 
be  used  before  any  county  derk :  and 
under  section  88*1  of  the  Code,  a  judg- 
ment on  confession  may  be  entered 
with  any  county  clerk,  and  not  merely 
in  the  county  where  the  statement 
authorizing  it  was  verified  (id). 

AGREEMENT. 

1,  If  a  written  agreement  is  signed  by 
the  partv  sought  to  be  charged,  and 
it  is  certain,  tail  and  just  m  all  its 

Earts,  it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should 
e  sig[ned  by  the  party  seeking  to  en- 
force it,  in  order  to  its  specific  perform^ 
ance.  That  is,  the  want  of  mutnaliiy 
is  no  objection  to  its  enforcemenv 
( While  agt.  Schuyler,  ante,  88). 

2.  A  written  agreement  to  re-convey,  at 
a  certain  time,  for  a  valuable  censid- 
eration,  a  certain  number  of  shares 
of  the  capital  stock  of  a  "  Steam  Tow 
Boat  Association,"  and  to  pay  certain 
dividends  received  thereon,  may  be 
spedfieaUy  performed,  notwithstand- 
ing an  objection  that  the  contract  re- 
lates to  a  class  of  property  in  regard 
to  which  it  is  not  usual  to  direct  a 
specific  performance,  on  the  ground 
tnat  the  partv  has  an  adequate  reme- 
dy at  law  in  oamages.  There  may  or 
may  not  be  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law,  and  besides  the  parties  have  spe- 
dacally  agreed  to  re-convey  (Id), 

8.  Where  the  <im«  within  which  an  agree- 
ment is  to  be  performed  is  purely  a 
question  of  fad,  which  has  been  con- 
sidered with  care  by  the  judge  at  spe- 
cial term,  the  court  at  general  term 
will  not  usually  disturb  the  decision 
made  thereon  (id). 
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4.  A  matnal  agreement,  by  which  per- 
eons  interes  ed  in  the  reparation  of  a 
highway,  promise  to  pay  to  one  of 
their  number  the  sums  severally  sub- 
scribed by  them,  to  be  expended  for 
that  purpose,  is  valid  and  obligatory ; 
there  bemg  a  consideration  in  the  ben- 
efit to  be  derived  from  the  eompletion 
of  the  work  sufficient  to  support  the 
promise  to  pay,  accompanied  by  a  re- 
quest to  do  the  work  ( Van  Benisdaer 
agt.  AikiTi,  4A  Barb,  MS). 

6.  The  person  to  whom  the  snbsciEJp- 
tions  are  mjKle  payable,  is  the  person 
through  whose  instrumentality  the 
work  18  to  be  performed,  if  no  other 
person  is  designated  in  the  instrument 
for  that  purpose ;  and  having  assumed 
the  work,  and  caused  it  to  be  com- 
pleted, he  has  a  right  to  demand  pay- 
ment, and  authority  to  enforce  the 
subscriptions.  He  nas  also  a  right 
to  assign  his  interest  in  the  agree- 
ment to  another,  and  the  assignee 
may  sue  thereon  (Id). 

6.  B.  G.  and  G.  0.,  executed  the  follow- 
ing agreement,  dated  May  8,  1861 : 
"  In  consideration  for  value  received, 
we  promise  to  pay  to  W.  F.^  four  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dollars,  provided  a  cer- 
tain note  with  his  name  on,  ^ven  to 
J.  W.,  March  28, 1861,  is  not  paid  when 
due,  and  interest  thereon."  The  note 
referred  to  was  a  note  executed  by  W. 
F.,  for  the  benefit  and  accommodation 
of  G.  G.  and  G.  H.  P.  It  became  due 
before  the  conunencement  of  this  suit 
upon  the  agreement,  and  remains  un- 
paid. There  was  no  considerrtion  for 
the  execution  of  the  agreement  by  R. 
G.,  except  as  above  stated :  Hdd, 
that  a  breach  of  the  agreement  oc- 
curred by  the  non-parent  of  the 
note  to  J.  W.,  when  by  its  terms  that 
note  became  due;  and  that  on  ac- 
count of  such  breach,  W.  F.  was  enti- 
tled to  recover  the  amount  agreed  to 
be  paid,  without  first  showing  a  pay- 
ment by  himself  of  the  note  to  J.  w. : 
Bddj  atsOi  that  the  consideration  for 
the  agreement  being  past,  and  wholly 
executed,  before  the  agreement  was 
made,  and  B.  G.  being  a  stranger  to 
the  transaction,  he  was  not  liable  upon 
the  agreement  {Famstoorth  agt. 
Oark,  U  Barb.  601). 

7.  An  actual  parol  agreement  for  the 
sale  of  luid,  accompanied  by  the  pay- 
ment of  a  portion  of  the  purchase 
money,  and  a  transfer  of  possession, 
constitutes  an  equitable  tiue — ^partic- 
ularly if  that  title  be  a  mortgage— 
which  the  law  will  rccogniEe  (Samer 
agt.  Signer,  44  Barb.  606). 

8.  No  excuse  for  the  non-perfbrmance 
of  a  contract  is  recognized  by  the  law, 


except  where  performance  has  been 
rendered  impossible  by  the  act  of 
God,  by  the  act  of  the  law,  or  by  the 
other  party  {NHHo  agt.  Binsse^  44 
Barb 


'  par 
.  M). 


9.  Accidental  fire  is  not  deemed  so  &r 
the  "  act  of  God,"  as  to  be  received 
as  a  legal  excuse  for  the  non-perform- 
ance of  a  contract  (Id). 

10.  In  legal  acceptation,  the  act  of  God 
is  such  an  act  as  could  not  happen  by 
the  intervention  of  man.  Every  other 
kind  of  impossibility  the  law  requires 
of  every  man  who  contracts  to  per- 
form any  work  for  another,  to  provide 
against  m  his  contract  (Id). 

11.  The  plaintiff  agreed  to  perform  cer- 
tain work  and  labor  in  shifting  or 
moving  the  track  of  a  railroad  "un- 
der the  direction  "  and  "to  the  aatis- 
feustion"  of  L.,  the  dty  surveyor, 
whose  certificate  that  the  work  had 
been  so  performed  was  to  entitle  the 

Elaintiff  to  payment.  The  plaintiff 
aving  completed  the  greater  part  of 
the  work,  was  stopped  at  a  certain 
point  by  li.,  who  drove  a  stake,  and 
directed  that  no  work  should  be  done 
beyond  that :  Heldy  that  L.  had  power 
under  the  contract,  to  give  that  di- 
rection ;  and  that  having  boen  given, 
it  furnished  the  plaintiff  with  a  suffi- 
cient excuse  for  non-performance  of 
the  remainder  of  the  labor.  And  that 
it  therefore  became  unnecessary  to 
procure  the  certificate  of  L.  that  the 
contract  had  been  entirely  performed 
as  a  pre-requiaite  to  his  recovery 
(DeDlinAgt,  jTie  Second  Aveiwe  Bau- 
road  Oo.  44  Barb.  81). 

12.  In  March,  1853,  T.  was  the  owner  of 
a  piece  of  land  subject  to  a  mortgage 
to  G.,  then  in  process  of  foreclosure, 
under  the  starate.  Previous  to  the 
day  of  sale  upon  the  mortgage,  T. 
and  M.  agreed  that  M.  should  bid  off 
the  land,  take  the  title  thereto,  i>ay 
the  amount  of  the  mortgage  and 
costs,  and  execute  to  T.  an  agreement 
to  convey  the  premises  to  him  by  the 
let  of  Januarv,  1854,  upon  the  pay- 
ment by  T.  of  the  sum  paid  by  M.  at 
the  mortgage  sale,  a  small  debt  due 
fromT.  to  M.,  ana  HOO  ;  and  that  in 
case  M.  should  be  compeUed  to  bid 
more  than  the  amount  due  on  the 
mortgage  to  secure  the  land,  such  suf- 
plus  should  be  released  by  t.  In  pur- 
suance of  this  agreement,  M.  bid  off 
the  land  for  a  much  larger  sum  than 
the  amount  due  upon  uie  mortgage 
and  costs,  which  excess  was  released 
by  T.,  and  a  written  contract  was  ex- 
ecuted by  M.,  in  accordjuicc  with  the 
previous  agreement  between  the  par- 
ties :   Mda,  that  T.  was  entitled  to 
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redeem  the  premises  upon  the  pay- 
ment  b^  him  of  the  eevenJ  stuns  men- 
tioned m  the  contracts  and  interest, 
and  the  costs  of  an  ejectment  suit 
brought  by  M.;  M.  beinjg^  charged  with 
moneys  received  by  him  upon  sales 
of  portions  of  the  land,  ana  for  tim* 
ber  sold,  and  with  the  net  value  of  the 
use  of  the  land  and  interest,  al- 
lowed for  improvements  made  {Tibbs 
agt.  Morris,  44  Barb.  139). 

18.  The  defendant,  in  September.  1862, 
wrote  to  one  of  the  plaintifb  at  Kew 
Tork.  sa3ang  that  he  nada  lot  of  hops 
to  sell,  and  asking  what  he  could  get 
16r  them.  The  plaintiiEB  answered, 
stating  the  market  price,  and  asking 
information  as  to  the  quantity,  &o. 
The  defendant  replied,  October  4, 
1862 :  "  If  you  can  give  me  12j^  cents 
per  pound  at  ^y  place  (North  Chili), 
I  will  send  them  to  you,  after  receiv- 
ing a  line  from  you.  I  have  about 
12,000  pounds."  The  plaintiib  an- 
swered by  telegraph,  October  11: 
*<  Will  take  your  hope  at  offer.  Ship 
ihem  immediately.  We  write."  On 
the  14th  of  October  the  defendant 
wrote,  saying  he  was  busy  baling  the 
hops ;  that  he  would  ship  on  Monday 
of  the  next  week.  Perhaps  he  might 
on  Saturday,  but  doubtful— Monday 
sure.  If  that  wduld  answer,  "  write 
immediately.**  On  the  17th  of  Octo- 
ber, the  plaintiflfh  wrote  :  "  It  is  not 
too  late.  Please  ship  on  Monday,  or 
just  as  soon  as  you  can  get  therm 
ready.**  On  the  2ith  of  October,  the 
defendant  wrote  that  he  found  he 
could  not  ship  the  hops  in  time  to  get 
the  returns  Ibefore  ne  wanted  the 
money,  and  that  he  oould  sell  them  at 
home,  &c.,  The  plaintlSs  proved 
that  they  were  ready  and  wilfing  to 

?ay  for  t£e  hops  In  the  city  of  New 
brk,  and  that  the  defendant  admit- 
ted, before  the  trial,  that  he  had  sold 
them  :  Held,  1.  That  if  the  letter  of 
October  4th,  and  the  telegraphio  an- 
swer of  the  11th  amounted  to  a  con- 
tract, the  effect  of  Oie  subsequent 
letters  was  to  alter  the  proposed  time 
of  delivery  to  Monday,  ana  to  modify 
to  that  extent,  the  defendant's  offer, 
but  they  in  no  way  affected  the  other 
terms  proposed.  2.  That  conceding 
that  the  letters  taken  together,  made 
out  a  contract  for  tha  sale  of  the  hops, 
the  contract  was.  that  the  defendant 
would  soil  the  plaintiff  about  12,000 
pounds  of  hops  at  twelve  and  a  haJf 
cents  per  pound,  payable  at  North 
Chili,  and  would  snip  them  on  the 
succeeding  Monday,  or  as  soon  as 
they  could  be  got  ready.  8.  Tliat  in 
order  to  entitle  the  plamti^  to  a  de- 
livery of  the  hops,  it  was  necessary 
for  them  to  make  a  tender  of  the  pur- 


chase money.  4.  That  the  delivery 
and  payment  were  to  be  simultaneoiia. 
That  nothing  in  the  contract  caUcd 
for  a  shipment  to  New  York,  before 
payment,  or  allowed  a  pi^yment  any- 
where else  than  at  the  place  designa- 
ted in  the  defendant's  letter.  5.  That 
until  payment  was  tendered,  the  plain- 
tiffs had  not  performed  the  contract 
on  their  part,  and  were  not  in  a  con- 
dition to  require  performance  firom 
the  defendant.  6.  That  an  offer  by 
letter  on  the  84th  of  October,  thai  if 
the  defendant  would  ship  tne  hops 
and  send  the  plaintiflh  the  railroad 
receipt,  they  would  send  him  a  certi- 
fied check,  was  not  a  valid  tender; 
being  an  offer  to  make  payment  in  a 
mode  different  from  the  terms  of  the 
original  offer,  and  made  after  the  time 
of  delivery  fixed  by  the  letters.  7. 
That  there  was  nothing,  in  the  ad- 
mission of  the  defendant  that  he  had 
sold  the  hops,  to  relieve  the  plaintlfis 
from  the  obligation  to  tender  pay- 
ment; it  not  appearing  when  the  hops 
were  sold  {AiUm  agt.  Davis,  45  Barb. 
U). 

14.  The  defendant  executed  the  follow- 
ing contract,  dated  New  York,  October 
8,  1863.  "For  value  received,  the 
bearer  may  call  on  me  for  one  thou- 
sand shares  of  the  stock  of  the  Cleve- 
land and  Pittsburgh  Railroad  Com- 
pany, at  one  hundred  and  seventeen 
(117)  per  cent,  any  time  within  six 
months  from  date,  without  interest. 
The  bearer  is  entitled  to  all  the  divi- 
dends or  surpltis  dividends  declared 
during  the  tmie,  to  half-past  one  p. 
M..  each  day  :  Bdd,  that  the  holder 
of  the  contract  was  not  entitled  to  a  div- 
idend which  had  been  declared  and 
announced  previous  to  the  date  of  the 
contract,  aluiough  at  the  time  of  iis 
execution  the  stock  was  selling  "  div- 
idend on**  {Lambardo  agt.  Case,  45 
Barb.  95). 

15.  Eeid,  aiso,  that  the  plaintiff  would 
not  be  permitted  to  prove  on  the  trial 
that  by  the  general  custom  of  brokers 
and  dealers  in  stocks  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  the  words  "  dividends  or 
surplus  dividends,'*  in  the  contract, 
were  intended  to  mean  dividends  de- 
clared on  the  stock,  whether  they  had 
been  announced  before  or  after  the 
date  of  the  contract,  provided  that  on 
the  day  the  contract  was  made,  the 
stock  was  selling  in  the  market  "  div- 
idend on,**  and  not  "  ex  dividend  ;*' 
for  the  reason  that  effect  could  not  be 
given  to  the  custom,  without  making 
a  new  contract  between  the  parties : 
Held,  further,  that  the  plaintiff  could 
not  recover  the  dividend  as  transferee 
of  the  stock,  where  there  was  no  aOe- 
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S.tion  in  the  complaint  going  to  show 
at  there  was  any  debt  or  duty  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  r^eotlng  it ; 
or  that  he  had  received  it,  or  in  any 
way  interfered  with  the  plaintiff 's 
right  to  it  as  a  transferee  of  the  stock. 
"Six months  from  date,"  oamiot,  by 
proof  of  any  custom,  be  extended,  or 
explained  to  mean,  or  include,  "  a 
day  or  two  before  date.**  {Per  Suth- 
EBiiAin),  J,  Id), 

16.  The  plaintiff  by  an  agreement  in 
writing  dated  July  8,  1863,  agreed  to 
sell  to  the  defenduit  a  lot  of  land  with 
a  hotel  thereon,  for  the  sum  of  $7,000, 
of  which  $1,000  was  to  be  paid  on  the 
first  of  August,  then  nexL  when  a 
conveyance  was  to  be  made,  and  a 
mortRagegiyen  by  the  purchaser  for 
$6,000.  The  agreement  contained  the 
following  provision  :  "  Said  party  of 
the  second  part  (the  purchaser),  also 
agrees  to  pav  all  taxes  and  assess- 
ments that  snail  be  taxed  and  as- 
sessed on  said  premises  frbm  the  date 
hereof,  imtil  said  sum  shall  be  fully 

Said  as  aforesaid."  On  the  first  of 
.ugust  the  plaintiff  conveyed  the 
premises  to  the  defendant,  according 
to  the  agreement :  Ei^  that  by  the 
provision  in  the  contract  respecting 
taxes,  the  parties  intended  the  tax  for 
the  then  current  year,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  having  been  compelled  to  pay 
a  tax  assessed  upon  the  property  in 
November,  1863,  ne  could  rec6ver  the 
same  in  an  action  against  the  defend- 
ant {Kern  agt.  Tcywdey,  45  Barb.  150). 

17.  The  defendant  on  purchasing  a  glass 
factory  of  E.,  incluaing  all  its  earn- 
ings during  so  much  or  a  "  fire  "  as 
had  then  elapsed,  agreed  with  the 
vendor  that  he  would  pay  the  laborers 
the  wages  which  had  already  accrued, 
as  well  as  those  which  should  there- 
after accrue,  during  such  fire  :  Eddy 
that  this  was  not  a  case  affected  by 
the  statute  of  frauds ;  but  that  the 
defendant,  having  derived  a  benefit 
by  means  of  the  undertaking,  and 
having  funds  placed  in  his  hands  for 
the  payment  of  the  indebtedness, 
whice  he  had  promised,  in  considera- 
tion thereof  to  discharge,  was  liable 
to  a  laborer  for  his  wages  during  the 
entire  "fire"  {Buber  agt  my,  45 
Barb.  169). 

18.  A  canal  boat  was  sold  by  the  plain- 
tiffs to  the  defendants  for  a  price 
agreed  upon,  and  a  bill  of  sale  was 
executed  and  delivered,  transferring 
the  title.    The  boat  being  then  en- 

Saged  in  transporting  merchandise, 
la  plaintiffs  at  the  same  time  agreed, 
separately  and  apart  from  the  contract 
of  sale  in  reference  to  the  trip  the  boat 


was  then  making,  and  the  expenses 
thereof,  that  they  would  transfer  to 
the  defendants  aU  the  earnings  of  the 
boat  during  that  trip,  upon  payment 
by  the  latter  of  all  tne  expenses  ac- 
tually incurred  by  theplainuffs:  Hdd, 
that  this  agreement  had  no  connection 
with  the  sale  of  the  boat,  or  the  trans- 
fer of  the  title  to  it,  but  related  onlv 
to  the  earnings  ;  and  that  parol  evi- 
dence of  its  terms  was  admissible, 
notwithstanding  the  contract  for  the 
sale  of  the  boafwas  in  writing  [S^M- 
man  agt.  TutOe,  46  Barb.  171). 

19.  G.  leased  certain  premises  to  S.  for 
the  term  of  five  years,  subject  to  the 
following  provision:  "In  case  the 
said  G.  snail  sell  the  said  premises  at 
any  time  after  the  first  two  years,  he 
shall  pay  to  the  said  S.  fifty  dollars, 
and  allow  him  to  gather  the  crops 
then  sown  or  planted  upon  said  pre- 
mises, and  S.  to  give  it  up  to  said  G:" 
ffddj  that  it  mi^nt  fairly  be  inferred 
firom  this  provision  of  the  contract, 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties 
that  the  $60  should  be  paid  only  in  the 
event  of  a  sale  of  the  premises  to  a 
third  Party;  and  that  the  sum  named 
'v^as  not  recoverable  upon  a  sale  to  8. 
himself  {Seaman  agt.  OratZZ,  45  Barb, 
267). 

20.  P.  by  a  written  contract  with  8.. 
agreed  to  enlist  a  specified  number  or 
recruits  for  the  army,  to  the  credit  of 
a  town,  for  the  price  or  sum  of  $850 
each,  in  foil  of  oounties.  premiums, 
&c.,  which  sum  S.  agreed  to  pay  him 
therefor :  Hdd,  that  P.  could  main- 
tain an  action  on  this  contract,  not- 
withstanding the  act  of  the  legislature 
passed  February  10, 1865,  prescribing 
the  amount  to  be  paid  for  substitutes 
{Laios  0/1865,  cJi.  29,  §§  3, 4).  {Powen 
agt  8h/^rd,  45  Barb.  524). 

21.  "Where  the  title  to  property  owned 
by  several  persons  jointly,  is  for  busi- 
ness convenience,  m  the  name  of  one 
of  the  owners,  who  sells  the  property 
in  his  own  name,  but  for  the  benefit 
of  all^  executing  a  bill  of  sale  in  his 
individual  name,  the  contract  enures 
for  the  Joint  benefit  of  all  the  owners, 
and  all  may  sue  upon  it  And  thi& 
although  the  purchaser  was  ignorant 
of  the  &ct  that  any  other  persons  than 
the  one  with  whom  he  contracted 
were  interested  in  the  property  {8Sli- 
man  agt.  TuUle,  45  Barb.  171). 

22.  Joint  owners  of  property  have  a 
right  to  avail  themselves  ox  the  acts 
of  one  of  their  number  as  their  agent* 

.  and  whether  he  acted  with  or  witbout 
authority  in  negotiating  a  sale  of  the 
property,  and  in  using  nis  own  name, 
only,  makes  no  dijQforenoe  {Id). 
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M.  Where  an  attempt  is  made  to  create 
a  lien  which  shall  have  precedence  of 
all  others;  the  agreement  for  that 
purpose  beingp  fonnded  in  a  good  and 
yalnable  consideration,  and  the  par- 
ties undertaking  to  give  it  effect  in 
good  faith ;  but  the  attempt  fails  be- 
cause of  the  failure  of  the  machinery 
upon  which  they  relied,  through  a 
defect  in  a  statute,  it  is  the  plain  duty 
of  a  court  of  equity  to  supply  the  le- 

SI  formaUties  necessary  to  secure  to 
e  party  ^e  rights  intended  to  be 
secured  to  him  by  the  agreement 
{Lannmg  agt.  IbmpkinSy  45  Barb, 
808). 

25.  C.  confessed  judgment  to  L.,  it  be- 
ing expressly  agreed  that  it  should 
have  preference  over  a  judsment  in 
&vor  of  S.  and  others,  confessed  at 
the  same  time,  and  all  other  claims, 
and  that  it  should  be  first  docketed, 
in  order  to  secure  to  it  such  prefer- 
erence  and  i)riority.  S.  and  others  had 
notice  of  this  agreement,  and  assent- 
ed to  it,  and  in  consideration  of  it,  L. 
incurred  new  liabilities  for  and  on  ac- 
count of  C.  Both  judgments  were  en- 
tered and  docketed  in  Schuyler  coun- 
ty, which  all  the  parties  then  supposed 
had  been  legally  erected  and  orjB^anized 
as  a  countv.  L.'s  judgment  bemg  first 
in  point  of  time.  Execution  was  after- 
wards issued  upon  L.*8  judgment^  and 
the  property  of  C.  seized  by  vutue 
thereof,  oy  the  person  elected  as  sher- 
iff of  the  supposed  county.  Proceed- 
ings upon  tnis  execution  were  stayed 
by  order  of  the  court,  and  the  courts 
afterwards  held  and  decided  that  the 
statute  by  which  said  county  was  at- 
tempted to  be  erected  and  organized, 
was  unconstitutional  and  void.  Con- 
sequently L.'8  judgment  not  being 
docketed,  in  a  proper  place,  was  never 
perfected  and  ripened  into  a  final 
judgment,  upon  which  a  valid  execu- 
tion could  be  issued :  Hidd,  that  the 
equity  powers  of  the  supreme  court 
were  sufficient  to  give  force  and  effect 
to  this  agreement,  and  to  cause  it  to 
be  executed  according  to  the  intention 
of  the  parties,  notwithstanding  the 
fnilure  of  the  legal  means  and  instru- 
mentalities through  which  they  de- 
signed it  should  bo  done  :  Held,  also. 
that  although  the  statuto  was  found 
to  lack  the  constitutional  force  and 
vigor,  necessary  either  to  beget,  or  to 
upiiold  and  maintain  the  body  of  a 
legitimate  county  organizatioD,  the 
agreement  still  remained  and  contin- 
ued a  valid  subsisting  agreement,  ca- 
Sablo  of  being  enforced  and  executodj 
epending  in  no  respect  for  its  bind- 
ing force  upon  the  validity  of  the 
statute  by  which  the  county  was 
sought  to  be  organized  {Id),  I 


25.  In  case  of  a  failure  of  consideration, 
a  party  to  a  contract  may  hold  the 
same  rescinded,  and  may  recover  back 
whatever  money  he  nas  advanced 
upon  it,  in  an  action  for  money  had 
and  received  {Smith  agt.  McOluskey, 
45  Barb,  610). 

See  GoMTBAOT. 

ALIMONY. 

1.  Where  a  defendant  in  an  action  of 
divorce  is  imprisoned  for  the  non- 
payment of  aiifnonyt  he  can  be  re- 
lived from  imprisonment  only  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(2d  VOL  p.  538,  §  20,  in  rdatUm  lopro- 
ceedingsfor  contempts  in  cml  acUona^ 
Ac)  {QrcUey  agt.  (^raJey,  ante  475). 

2.  In  this  case  the  defendant  on  motion 
for  a  discharge,  and  for  a  reduction  of 
alimony,  was  discharged  on  his  pay- 
ing the  amount  due  for  alimony  for 
wmch  he  was  committed.  Ana  on 
paying  the  amount  accrued  during 
his  imprisonment,  the  order  for  ah- 
mony  was  reduced  to  $10  per  week  {Id), 

AMENDMENT. 

1.  The  power  of  the  eourt  to  allow  amend' 
menta  to  pleadings  has  not  been  en^ 
larged  by  the  Code.  The  act  concern- 
ing amendments  and  jeofaUa,  passed 
in  1788,  and  incorporated  into  the  Re- 
vised Laws  of  1818,  gave  the  same 

general  power:  ana  the  Revised 
tatutes  allowed  amendmente  either 
in  form  or  substance,  for  ^e  further- 
ance of  justice  {Woodniff  hgi,  Dickie, 
ante,  164) 

2.  Neither  at  common  law,  nor  under 
any  of  the  previous  statutes,  did  the 
courts  ever  claim  the  power,  to  allow 
an  amendment  to  any  existing  plead- 
ing, by  the  insertion  of  a  a  new  and 
dijrerent  cause  of  action  or  defense 
{Id), 

3.  The  clause  of  the  Code  which  allows 
an  amendment  "  by  inserting  other 
allegations  material  to  the  case,"  does 
not  extend  the  power  over  amend- 
mente setting  forth  a  new  cause  cf 
action  or  defense  {Id), 

4.  An  amendment  is  the  oorrection  of 
some  error  or  mistake  in  a  pleading 
already  before  the  court,  and  there 
must  therefore  be  something  to  amend 
by.  Whereas,  the  insertion  of  facte 
constituting  a  nevo  cause  of  action  or 
defense,  would  be  a  substituted  plead' 
ing,  and  not  an  amendment  of  an  ex- 
isting pleading.  There  are  no  cases 
whida  furmah  a  satisfactory  reason  for 
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holding  BQch  an  amendment  to  be 
'within  the  power  of  the  court  to  grant 

5.  There  is  noihinfi^  in  the  Oode  increas- 
ing the  power  of  amendment  beyond 
that  which  had  previoosly  been  exer- 
cised by  the  court,  and  the  decisions 
prior  to  the  Ckxle  should  prevail  {Id). 

6.  Section  272  of  the  Code  provides  that 
rrferees  '*  shall  have  the  same  power 
to  grant  adjournments  and  to  allow 
amendments  to  any  pleadiugB,  and  to 
the  summons,  as  tne  <HAjai.  upon  such 
iridL  upon  the  same  terms  and  with 
the  like  effect '*(/(2). 

?•  The  words  **  as  the  court  upon  such 
trial"  inserted  in  this  section  would 
seem  to  be  unnecessary,  inasmuch  as 
the  court  has  no  other  greater  or  leas 
power  "upon  the  trial, *^ in  respect  to 
amendments  than  at  special  term,  or 
in  banc,  or  otherwise  {Id), 

8.  There  is  no  distinction  between  the 
powers  of  the  court  while  sitting  in 
different  branches.  It  is  enough  that 
the  court  may  amend  any  pleading, 
and  that  the  power  is  not  mnited  to 
any  branch  or  part  of  the  tribunaL 
All  the  powers  of  (he  court  may  be 
exercised  by  a  single  judge  while  sit- 
ting as  a  court,  except  when  the  power 
is  confined  to  the  court  as  a  coUective 
body.  All  statutes  conferring  juris- 
diction give  it  to  the  court,  and  not  to 
the  members  composing  tne  tribunal 
(Id). 

9.  There  is  no  doubt  that  as  regards  the 
allowanoe  of  amendments  cf  pleadings, 
a  judge  presiding  at  the  trial  of  a  cause 
with  a  jury  possesses  all  the  powers 
of  the  cotux,  and  can  aUow  them  in 
the  same  manner  and  with  the  like 
effect  as  the  court  sitting  in  any  other 
organized  form  {Id). 

10.  B^erees  are  no  longer  officers  dL  or 
under  the  control  of  the  court.  Tnoy 
become  by  appointment  an  indepen- 
dent tribuncU  having  such  powers  as  are 
given  by  statute,  and  their  decisions 
are  reviewable  only  on  appeal  trom 
their  judgments  {Id). 

11.  B*ferees  now  possess  all  tho  powers 
of  the  court,  and  their  allowance  or 
disallowance  of  an  unendment  can 
only  be  reviewed,  if  reviewable  at  all, 
in  the  m.anncr  otncr  decisions  are  re- 
viewed o/i  appeal  {Id). 

12.  The  general  term  of  the  supreme 
court,  have  the  power,  on  appeatf  in  an 
action  torpartition^  to  order  tne  amend- 
ment  of  the  petition  of  a  commiteee 
or  guardian  of  a  non-resident  infant 
lunatic  defendant,  sworn  to  in  another 


state,  and  presented  here  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  appointment  of  a  guardian 
ad  litem  in  the  action,  to  the  effect  that 
such  infant  lunatic  ward  was  at  the 
time  of  verifying  his  ori^^^  petition, 
residing  with  the  committee,  the  po- 
titioner,  or  under  his  charge  or  cus- 
tody {Mogers  agt.  McLean,  ante,  279). 

IS.  Also,  ordering  the  amendment  of 
the  jurat  or  certificate  of  the  judge 
attached  thereto,  stating  the  place 
where  such  petition  was  verified,  and 
the  affidavit  taken;  and,  also,  an 
amendment  of  the  certificate  of  the 
derk,  so  that  it  shall,  in  addition  to 
its  present  contents,  certify  to  the  ex- 
istence of  the  oonrt)  and  the  genuine- 
ness of  the  signature  of  the  judge, 
which  amendments  when  made,  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  made  and  filed  nime 
pro  tunc  {Id). 

AKSWEB. 

1.  Where  an  answer,  instead  of  directly 
denying  a  material  lUlcgation  dP 
the  complaint,  contains  a  version  of 
the  transaction  which  is  in  some  re- 
spects inconsistent  with  the  allegation, 
this  will  not  amount  to  a  denial,  so  as 
to  prevent  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plamt  from  being  taken  as  true  ( WetA 
agt.  American  Exchange  Bank,  44 
Barb.  176). 

2.  An  allegation  in  an  answer,  by  which 
it  is  attempted  to  deny  a  material 
averment  in  a  complaint,  may  be  gen- 
eral or  specific,  at  the  option  oi  the 
pleader ;  out  in  either  case  it  must 
be  direct  and  unequivocal.  If  it 
merely  implies  that  the  allegation  is 
controverted,  or  justifies  an  inference 
that  such  is  or  thII  be  claimed  to  be 
its  effect,  it  will  not  be  construed  as  a 
denial  {Id). 

8.  In  an  action  to  recover  for  work  and 
labor  done  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  de- 
fendants, the  answer,  after  admitting 
the  performance  of  the  labor,  set  forth, 
secondly  for  a  defense  to  the  demands 
stated  in  the  complaint,  that  the  de- 
fendants, during  the  time  of  the  per- 
formance of  the  labor,  had  paid  divers 
sums  of  money  to  and  for  the  plaintiff^ 
to  apply  in  part  payment  on  and  for 
his  said  labor  and  services,  specifying 
the  amount.  It  then  daimeo  that  the 
plaintiff  was  indebted  to  the  defend- 
ants for  the  said  sums  of  money,  and 
alleged  that  the  dofondante  would  in- 
sist upon  tho  sums  so  paid,  as  a  coun- 
ter-claim, or  counter-claims  in  the 
action,  and  demanded  judgment  for 
costs :  Held,  that  the  answer  did  not 
set  up  a  counter-daim,  so  as  to  require 
a  reply,  but  that  the  fiaota  pleaded 
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oonstitiited  the  defense  of  paymenty 
onJy;  and  that,  therefore,  aluiongh 
there  was  no  reply,  the  whole  answer 
did  not  stand  admitted  {Biurke  agt. 
TTwme,  U  Barb.  863). 

i,  Hdd,  cUaOf  that  if  the  constmction  of 
the  answer  were  a  matter  of  serions 
donbt,  the  old  oommon  law  role,  that 
a  pleading,  in  matter  of  substance,  is 
to  be  construed  most  strongly  against 
the  pleader,  should  preyail  (ia). 

6.  Where  an  answer  is  susceptible  of 

being  construed  to  contain  eiUier  of 

two  defenses,  one  ot^ymentf  and  the 

other  a  counter'Clatm,   the   answer 

should  be  construed  as  setting  up 

only  the  defense  of  payment,  ana  not 

considered  as  containing  a  counter' 

daim,  and  therefore  requiring  a  reply 
{Id).  -H         o         1»J 

APPEAL. 

L  An  api>eal  from  a  surrogate's  decree 
of  distribution  must  be  taken  in  three 
months  therefrom,  although  it  does 
not  make  a  final  distribution  of  the 
whole  estate  {Anthony  agt  Brouwer, 
ante,  138). 

2.  However  members  of  the  court,  at 
general  term,  may  be  disposed  to 
question  on  a  record  of  appeal,  the 
decision  mad<^  in  the  same  case,  at  a 
preyious  general  term,  unless  such 
appeal  presents  fiicts  different  from 
those  on  which  the  former  decision 
was  founded,  the  judgment  appealed 
from  should  be  tne  same  as  oefore 
{Freeman  agt.  Atdd,  44  Barb.  14). 

&  "Whether  an  appeal  to  the  county 
court  from  a  judgment  of  a  Justice  of 
the  peace  is  invalid  or  irregular  be- 
cause no  revenue  stamp  was  put  upon 
one  of  the  notices  of  appeal  served, 
instead  of  the  one  kept  d^  the  appel- 
lants' attorney,  is  a  question  not  pro- 
perly before  the  supreme  court,  on 
appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the 
county  court,  in  the  cause,  unless  an 
appeal  has  been  taken  from  the  order 
of  the  county  court  denying  the  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  the  appeal  to  that  court 
{Armstrong  agt  SmOh,  44  Barb.  120). 

i,  A  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside 
merely  because  the  court  would  have 
come  to  a  difforent  conclusion  from 
that  of  the  jury,  on  the  force  and 
weight  of  the  testimony.  While  the 
court  on  review,  may.  and  should, 
set  aside  a  findmg  of  fact  if  it  be 
plainly  against  the  weight  of  evidence, 
it  certunij  should  not  go  beyond  that 
point  to  mterfere  with  the  decisions 
of  tsct  fairly  dedudble  from  conflict- 
ing testimony  {Fleming  agt.  SmUh,  44 
jBar&.  664) 


6.  Although,  at  the  triaL  evidence  of 
certain  admissions  of  defendant's 
agent  may  have  been  improperly  ad- 
itted,  yet  where  it  worked  no  injury 
to  the  defendant,  the  action  being 
abundantly  sustained  without  it:  Hm, 
that,  on  appeal,  it  will  be  rejected  as 
immaterial  matter,  and  the  objection 
and  exception  to  its  admission  may  be 
disregarded  {Benedict  agt.  Ocean  Ins. 
Oo.  1  Daly,  9). 

6.  Where,  on  an  appeal  from  a  judg* 
ment,  by  the  defendant,  to  tibe  gen- 
eral term,  the  facts  were  agreed  on  by 
the  parties,  and  could  not  be  variea 
by  any  evidence  which  might  be  ad- 
duced on  a  new  trial,  and  a  reversal 
was  had:  Sdd,  that  final  judgment 
for  defendants  should  be  given  on 
such  reversal  {Peterson  agt.  Walsh,  I 
Daly,  182). 

The  question  of  care  and  vigilance  is 
one  01  fact  for  the  tribunal  wnich  tries 
the  case,  and  its  finding  will  not  ordi- 
narily be  disturbed  on  appeal  (Morris 
Mi.   Third  Ave.  B.  K.  Oo.  1  Daly, 

8.  Where  the  review  and  reversal  of  a 
judgment  by  the  ultimate  appellate 
tribunal  was  a  nullity,  because  tlie 
appeal  was  not  taken  in  a  way  that 
entitled  t^e  court  to  hear  it,  but  for 
which  the  appellant  was  not  responsi- 
ble :  Heldj  after  nine  years  of  acqui- 
escence and  repose  bv  the  party  who 
recovered  the  original  judgment,  that 
he  would  be  restrained  by  a  court  of 
equity  from  enforcing  it,  unless  he 
consented  that  an  appeal  might  then 
be  brought  with  the  same  effect  as  if 
it  had  been  brought  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  law  {Jacobs  agt  Mo- 
range,  1  Daly,  528). 

9.  Where  a  court  has  not  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject  matter,  the  consent  of  par- 
ties will  not  confer  it ;  but  a  consent 
that  an  appeal  may  be  brought  after 
the  time  has  elapsed  for  bringing  it, 
is  not  liable  to  that  objection.  The 
appellate  court  having  the  general 
power  to  review  judgments  upon  ap- 
peal, such  a  consent  does  not  confer 
it,  but  it  is  a  more  waiver  of  the  right 
to  insist  that  the  time  has  passed  for 
bringing  the  appeal  {Id). 

10.  A  motion  cannot  be  entertained  at 
spedal  term  to  dismiss  an  appeal  from 
an  order  made  at  special  term.  In 
such  a  caso  the  motion  to  dismiss  the 
appeal  must  be  made  at  the  general 
term.  A  motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal 
from  the  marine  or  justices'  courts  to 
this  court,  however,  should  be  made 
at  the  special  term  {People  ex  reL  La- 
rooque  agt  Murphy,  1  Daiy,  462). 
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11.  An  order  granting  or  denying  a  mo- 
tion to  open  an  inquest  cannot  be  re- 
Tiewed  on  appeal  by  the  general  term 
{Farisfi  agt.  Vorliea,  1  Daly,  274) 

.  Where  the  iflsues  in  an  equitable  ac- 
tion are  tried  by  the  court,  but  a  fur- 
ther inquiry  is  necessary  before  judg- 
ment, the  entry  of  the  decision  of  the 
court  upon  the  issues,  with  the  direc- 
tion for  the  further  proceedings,  is  an 
order  involving  the  merits,  from  which 
an  appeal  may  be  taken  to  the  general 
term.  The  cases  of  Benily  agt.  Jones 
(4  How.  Pr.  335) ;  Bing  agt.  Stafford 
(5  Id.  30);  and  Lavcrence  agt.  The 
Farmers'  Loan  <fc  ly-usi  Co.  (16  Jd  67 : 
6  i>u6r,  689),  examined  and  dissentea 
firom  {8mUh  agt.  Lewis,  1  Daly.  452) 

• 

IS.  To  enable  a  party  to  review,  upon 
an  appeal  from  such  an  order,  the 
decision  of  the  judge  upon  the  trial 
of  the  issues,  a  case  may  be  madjB 
within  ten  days  after  notice  of  the  de- 
cision [Id). 

14.  Where  a  jury  trial  is  waived  in  an 
action  upon  contract,  or  in  other  ac- 
tions, by  the  assent  of  the  court,  judg- 
ment is  entered  up  upon  filing  the 
conclusions  of  the  judge,  and  his  de- 
cision upon  ^e  trial  in  such  a  case  can 
be  reviewed  only  by  an  appeal  from 
the  judgment  (/a). 

15.  The  general  term  of  the  supreme 
court  have  jurisdiction  of  an  appeal  to 
the  chancellor  trom  the  decision  of  a 
vice  chancellor,  declaring  the  rights 
of  the  complainants,  and  referring  the 
matters  to  a  master  for  the  proper  ac- 
counting, which  appeal  was  pending 
at  the  time  the  ooiut  of  chancery  was 
abolished  by  the  constitution,  so.,  in 
1SH6  {Green  agt.  Givan,  03  N",  T.  IL 
843). 

16.  Where  the  general  term  orders  a 
new  trial,  both  upon  the  law  and  the 
facts,  that  opens  the  question  for  the 
consideration  of  this  court^  whether 
the  general  term  was  right  m  holding 
that  the  court   at  circuit   erred  on 

Questions  of  fact  {Beebe  agt.  Mead,  S3 
r.  T.  R.  687). 

17.  Where  there  is  no  testimony,  on  the 
trial,  in  support  of  a  material  allega- 
tion of  the  complaint,  yet  the  defend- 
ant proceeds,  without  raising  any  ob- 
jection on  that  account,  to  mtroduce 
evidence  on  his  side,  thd  absence  of 
such  testimony  cannot  be  insisted  on 
upon  appead  {The  People  agt.  The 
Third  Ave.  B,  B.  Oo.  45  Barb.  68). 

18.  On  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  from 
a  decree  of  a  surrogate  denying  pro- 
bate of  an  instrument  propounaed  as 
awill,  the  court,  if  it  deems  the  decree 


against  the  evidence,  is  not  bound  to 
award  a  feigned  issue  to  try  the  ques- 
tions of  fact,  but  may  direct  such 
Judgment  and  decree  to  be  entered  as 
he  surrogate  should  have  made  {PU- 
Ung  agt.  PUHng,  45  Barb.  86). 

19.  An  appeal  from  an  order  denying  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  made  on  the 

tudge's  minutes,  may  be  taken,  either 
>efore  or  after  tne  judgment  has  been 
entered  {Lane  agt.  SaUey,  45  Barb, 
119). 

20.  Should  the  verdict  be  set  aside,  on 
the  appeal,  the  special  term  can,  on 
motion,  vacate  the  judgment,  as  it 
will  then  have  no  foundation  {id). 

21.  Where  an  appeal  is  taken  from  a 
judgment  and  there  has  been  an  i^ 
pea^  also,  from  an  order  denying  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  iudge*8 
minutes,  the  better  course  is  to  hear 
both  appeals  argued  on  the  appoal 
firom  the  judment  {Id). 

22.  At  what  time  notice  of  a  judgment 
may  be  given,  for  the  purpose  of  lim- 
iting the  time  within  which  an  appead 
may  be  taken  {Shemuin  agt.  Pomey, 
45  Barb.  348). 

28.  Where  the  form  of  a  ludcment  had 
been  drawn  up  and  settled  oefore  the 
Judge  who  tried  the  cause ;  and  he 
liad  directed  the  clerk,  in  writing,  to 
enter  it,  and  had  signed  it  with  his 
initials,  according  to  the  customary 
practice,  but  the  judgment  roll  had 
not  been  made  up  and  filed :  ^ekL 
that  while  the  judgment  remained 
thus  incomplete,  notice  of  it  could 
not  be  given  to  the  unsuccessful  partj 
which  would  have  the  effect  to  linut 
his  time  for  appealing  {Id). 

24.  An  offer,  by  the  respondent,  to  let  a 
judgment  appealed  from  be  corrected, 
oy  deductinK  therefrom  a  specified 
sum.  cannot  oe  given  in  evidence  on 
the  nearing  of  the  appeal,  where  it  is 
used  for  a  purpose  wholly  unautho- 
rized and  well  calculated  to  prejudioe 
the  appellant's  case ;  as  where,  mre- 
vious  to  the  introduction  of  the  offer, 
the  counsel  for  the  respondent  stated 
to  the  jury  that  the  offer  was  made 
because  the  appeilant  ?iad  no  confidenoe 
in  his  case;  and  neither  the  court  nor 
the  counsel  informed  the  jury  of  the 
proper  effect,  of  the  offer,  upon  the 

2uostion  of  costs  {Finney  agt.  Veeder, 
5  Bar^.  388). 

25.  An  order  of  the  general  term  of  the 
supreme  court  striking  a  cause  from 
the  calendar  on  motion  of  adverse  de- 
fendants, against  whom  no  appeal 
from  the  judgment  of  the  special  ierm 
had  been  taken,  is  not  appealable  to 


MEW  TOBE  PBAOnOE  BEPOBTE 


625 


Digest. 


thifl  court.  So  with  an  order  affirm- 
ing  the  special  term,  denying  amotion 
to  set  aside  a  judgment  for  alleged 
irregularity.  It  seems^  the  orders  oe- 
low  were  properly  made  {Ootes  agt. 
Smithy  ante^  146,  Oourt  of  Appeals). 

26.  This  court  will  not  on  appeal  against 
the  plaintifib  in  an  action  review  the 
judgment  below,  so  far  as  it  affects 
adverse  defendants  against  whom 
no  appeal  was  taken  fi:^  the  special 
to  the  general  term  {Id), 

2fJ.  A  point  which  is  waived  and  not 
argued  by  counsel  at  the  hearing  of 
the  appeal,  ought  to  be  ezaminea  by 
tiie  oourt  on  their  own  motion,  if  any 
member  deems  it  a  material  ground 
Ibr  granting  a  new  trial  (Artisarul' 
Bank  agt  SaokuSy  ante,  242). 

28.  On  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  in  a 
justice's  oourt,  under  section  871  of 
the  Code,  the  respondent  must  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  offer  he  makes  to  al- 
low the  iudgment  of  the  justice  to  be 
corrected,  without  regard  to  the  ex- 
tent the  appellant  claims  in  his  notice 
of  appeal  it  should  have  been  more 
favorable  to  him  (J2eed  agt.  Moore, 
ante,  264). 

29.  The  respondent's  right  to  costs  in 
the  county  court  must  depend  upon 
the  fact,  if  his  offer  be  not  accepted, 
whether  the  judgment  of  that  court 
be  more  favorable  to  the  appellant 
than  such  offer :  and  if  more  favor- 
able to  the  appellant  than  the  respon- 
dent's offer,  the  section  is  imperative 
that  the  appellant  will  be  entitled  to 
costs ;  otherwise,  he  will  be  liable  to 
the  respondent  for  costs  {Id), 

80.  Ckmse^uently,  the  respondent  is  not 
oonfied  m  his  offer  to  the  claim  of  the 
appellant  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  even 
ft  that  claim  is  parlictdar  and  specific 
as  to  the  amount;  and  this  being  so;  it 
would  be  useless,  and  should,  there- 
fore, not  be  held  necessary  tnat  the 
appellant's  claim  should  be  specific  in 
amount  {Id). 

81.  The  correct  doctrine  on  ihia  point  is 
held  in  Fox  agt  NeBis  (25  H(no.  144), 
and  Loomis  agt  Hiabie  (29  How.  292), 
tiiat  it  is  not  incumoent  upon  the  ap- 
pellant to  point  out  in  his  notice  of 
appeal,  anv  specific  error  through 
wnich  the  judgment  has  been  made 
too  large  or  too  small,  nor  to  fix  any 
amount  to  which  it  should  be  reduced ; 
but  that  the  general  statement  that 
"it  is  for  too  large  a  sum,"  or  that 
"  it  should  have  been  for  a  less  amount 
of  damages,"  is  a  sufficient  particular 
to  put  tne  respondent  to  nis  offer. 
(See  also  to  the  same  effed  Wyy^kx>op 


M:t  BdXbut,  43  Barb.  266.)    (Masox, 
J.  disseniing.)  {Id.) 

32.  The  leg^islature  undoubtedly  in- 
tended, in  the  language  of  the  court 
in  Fox  agt.  Ndlis,  to  allow  "each 
part^  to  become  an  actor  for  the  cor- 
rection of  errors,  at  his  own  peril  of 
future  expense,  in  case  of  further  con- 
troversy "  {Id). 

83.  The  finding  of  a  iury  on  a  question 
of  fact,  upon  which  tnere  is  confiict- 
ing  evidence,  is  conclusive,  and  can- 
not, except  in  extreme  cases,  be  re- 
viewed on  appeal  {Decker  agt.  Myers, 
ante,  872). 

34.  On  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  - 
special  term  granting  costs  against 
executors,  where  the  judge,  on  the 
motion,  finds  that  the  application  to 
the  executors  was  sufficient,  and  that 
they  should  have  offered  to  r^er,ih» 
general  term  will  not  review  his  flnd- 
mg  of  facts  on  that  question  {Ntbto 
agt.  Binsse,  ante,  476). 

35.  Where  a  rtferee  is  appointed  for  the 
purpose  of  admeasunng  and  assign- 
mg  dower,  &o.,  the  defendant  waives 
ever^  objection,  except  a  want  of  ju- 
risdiction, and  even  a  rigfU  of  appeal 
tram  the  order  of  reference,  by  liti- 
gating before  the  referee  without  such 
appeal,  and  by  filing  exceptions  to  the 
report  {Brown  agt.  Brown,  ante,  481). 

86.  On  appeal  also,  such  an  error  in  the 
proceedmg  as  admeasuring  dower  by 
a  referee,  instead  of  the  three  fros^ 
holaers,  snould  be  disregarded,  86  not 
affecting  the  substantial  right^of  tbo 
defendant  {Id).  '    . 

87.  A  plaintiff  is  entitled  as  dower,  to 
one^trd  of  the  land  according  to  it$ 
value  at  the  time  qf  its  alienation  by  the 
husband  ;  and  is  not  to  be  allowed  for 
any  increase  in  value  since,  or  any 
improvements.  But  the  Improvements 
may  be  assigned  as  a  part  of  the^ 
dower  provided  they  are  not  taken  into 
account  in  admeasuring  the  Aower ; 
although  if  an  assignment  be  of&er^- 
wise  practicable  they  are  not  to  be  in- 
cluded {Id). 

88.  Where  a  referee  has  exercised  hii 
discretion  in  assigning  improvements 
as  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  dower, 
which  decision  has  been  passed  upon 
by  a  judge  at  special  term,  such  deci- 
sion should  not  be  disturbed  on  ap^- 
peal  {Id). 

See  NoncE  of  Affeaii. 
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APPEABANCE. 

1.  The  appearance  of  an  attorney  with- 
out antnoritj,  is  a  noUity  {Bean  agt. 
Mather,  1  JMy,  440). 

1.  Where  one  partner,  without  the 
knowledge  or  autority  of  his  co-part- 
ners, indorsed  the  name  of  the  firm 
upon  a  promissory  note  made  for  his 
indiyidoal  benefit,  and  being  sued  np- 
on  the  note,  he  without  the  uiowledge 
or  authority  of  the  other  partners, 
upon  whom  process  had  not  been 
serred,  employed  an  attorney  to  ap- 
pear not  only  for  hilnself  but  for  them, 
and  judgment  was  rendered  against 
all :  E&dy  notwithstanding  there  was 
an  appearance  by  attorney^  that  the 
Judgment  would  beset  aside,  under 
such  circumstances,  against  the  other 
partners,  and  that  they  would  be  al- 
lowed to  come  in  and  defend  {Id), 

APPOINTMENT. 

1.  A  person  entitled  under  a  power  of 
appointment  to  dispose  oi  property 
by  deed  or  will,  may  make  such  <uspo- 
taon  by  a  proper  instrument,  without 
insertinff  m  it  a  reference  to  the 
power^  ii  it  otherwise  appear  that  the 
mtenhon  was  to  execute  the  power. 
But  where  the  disposition  was  by  will, 
he^  that  a  parol  declaration  by  the 
testator,  of  an  intention  to  execute 
the  power,  was  not  competent  evi- 
dence of  such  intention.  It  is,  how- 
ever, competent  for  the  court  to  com- 
pare ttie  oisposition  of  the  will  with 
the  testator's  own  property,  and  to 
deduce  therefrom  an  intention  to  em- 
brace in  his  testamentiuy  gifts  the 
subject  he  was  entitled  by  the  power 
to  diropse  of  ( While  agt.  IRcks,  88 
N.  r.J2.  888). 

9.  The  English  cases  decided  since  the 
American  revolution,  by  which  it  was 
establiiBhed  that  the  amount  of  the 
testator's  property  could  not  be  in- 
quired into  to  show  an  intention  to 
execute  a  power  of  appointment,  are 
not  to  be  followed  in  this  state,  espe- 
cially as  the  rule  has  been  disapproved 
of  by  English  judges,  and  has  recent- 
ly been  abrogated  1^  aot  of  parlia- 
inent  (Id), 

ABBFTBATION. 

• 

1.  A  banking  association,  organized 
under  the  general  banking  laws  of 
this  state,  has  the  power  by  a  resolu- 
tion of  its  board  of  directors,  volim- 
tu^y  to  dissolve  itself  and  close  its 
business,  and  to  distribute  a  portion 
of  its  capital  and  eurphis  earnings 


among  the  ttockholdom  (People,  ez 
reL  the  Geneaee Oouniy  Bcmkigt,  Olm- 
atead,  46  Barb,  644). 

2.  And  after  such  a  resolution  has  been 
adopted,  and  a  dividend  upon  the  cap- 
ital stock  has  been  made  and  paid  to 
the  stockholders,  and  an  equal  amounft 
of  its  stock  surrendered  and  cancelled, 
it  is  erroneous  for  the  assessora  to 
assess  the  association  on  its  entire 
capital  as  it  existed  prior  to  the  disso- 
luuon  and  the  making  of  the  dividend. 
Davis,  J.,  dissented  Xld)> 

8.  If  the  assessors  on  application  be- 
ing made  to  them,  refuse  to  reduce 
an  assessment  thus  made,  bv  deduct- 
ing from  the  capital  of  the  bank  the 
amount  of  capital  so  distributed 
among  the  siockholders,  a  maadamus 
will  he  (Id). 

4.  Where  a  valid  contract  has  been  en- 
tered into  for  the  renewal  of  a  lease, 
by  which  it  is  provided  that  the 
amount  of  rent  to  be  paid  shall  be 
settled  by  arbitration,  and  either  par- 
ty refuses  to  appoint  an  arbitrator,  a 
court  of  equity  will  compel  a  specific 
perfDrmance,  and  order  a  reference  to 
ascertain  what  the  amount  of  rent 
should  be  (Kelao,  agt.  KeUy,  1  Bely, 
419;. 

5.  The  continuing  in  possession  by  the 
defendant  after  the  expiration  of  the 
lease,  was  equivalent  to  an  electicn  to 
take  the  ftirther  lease ;  and  by  such 
election  the  covenant  to  appoLnt  arbi- 
trators, became  binding  upon  both 
parties  (Id), 

6.  On  the  refusal  of  the  lessee,  there- 
fore, to  appoint  an  arbitrator,  as  the 
lessor  could  not  give  a  new  lease  until 
the  amount  of  the  rent  should  be 
fixed,  the  lessor  is  entitled  to  the 
equitable  aid  of  the  court  to  ascertain 
it  (Id), 

7.  If  the  remedy  which  the  party  may 
have  at  law,  will  not  put  him  in  a  sit- 
uation as  beneficial  to  him  as  if  the 
agreement  were  specificallyperformed, 
relief  should  be  afibrdea  in  equity 
(Id). 

ABKE8T. 

1.  It  is  not  a  ground  for  setting  aside  an 
order  of  arrest,  that  the  party  had 
been  arrested  previously  in  the  same 
suit,  and  on  the  same  process,  on  a 
day  of  general  election.  The  exemp- 
tion from  arrest  expires  with  the  day 
of  election,  and  the  parties  afterwards 
stand  towards  each  other  as  if  no  pre- 
vious arrest  had  been  made  (Petris 
agt.  Fitjigerald,  1  J>afy,  40i;. 
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1  The  eiemptloii  of  ■  party  or  witnAw 
from  ■rreet,  ia  >  pereonKl  priTiUgr 
whicb  cui  tw  wuTsd  ;  and  the  iraite] 
ii  complete  when  the  party  or  witaeei 
f&iUto  claim  it  fttoDOO,  uid  doee  aomt. 
act  in  the  cause  in  refereaoa  to  his  ap- 
pearance (Id). 

S.  A  person  arrested  and  detained  upon 

-■-  *— ^  the  w "--  -*  "--'■ 

— o-  .  -  ithotit 
ilirectiag  "  Bobert 
ferred  to  Qenonl  Hooker  Tor  trial,' 
will  be  discharged  on  habea*  corpat, 
where  from  the  return,  it  appears  tiiat 
he  is  charged  with  the  oflense  of  or- 
ton  Id  (he  night  time  in  the  oit;  of 
New  York,  in  Korember,  1B61,  and 
•lao  being  at  that  tine  within  the 
Federal  knes  as  a  fv;  he  being  at 
the  time  an  o(&cer  in  the  Confederate 
army,  bnt  disgnising  his  rank  and 
dhuBCter  in  the  dress  of  a  oitizeo 
(In  tAe  maOer  <f  Sobert  Martin,  ante, 


4  Brthe  nttortOoa  ot  peace,  and  the 
writ  of  hab«a*  oorpus,  the  military 
Uw  and  rale  has  become,  as  before 
the  war,  anbot^ate  to  the  crril  (I'd). 


IT  can  be  tried  by  militaru 

commiMion,  without  a  disregirf  of 
the  provisions  of  the  oonstitntioas  of 
both  the  state  and  the  general  gor- 
emment,  ftecnringa  trial  by  Jury  (Id). 

6.  There  is  no  case  where  any  person 
h&a  ever  been  held  or  tried  as  ■  *py, 
who  was  not  taken  before  he  had  re- 
turned from  the  territon  held  by  hia 
«nemy,  or  who  was  not  brought  to 
trial  and  panishmeat  daring  the  ei- 
iatenee  of  the  war  (/d). 

I.  Thepriao 

■  '     ^  -  '\e  act  or  w 

.„.», gedagains. 

spy.  He  had  reSimed  within  the  Imoa 
ofUieConfedniteforcos,  or  had  other- 
wise escaped,  so  that  ho  was  not  ar- 
rested till  after  the  CooMrate  armies 
had  sorrsodered,  been  disbanded  and 
sent  to  their  bomoa,  with  the  promise 
that  they  should  not  be  farther  dis- 


t.  Amotion  to  discharge  an  order  Q^or- 
rt*i  will  be  denied,  where  a  material 
qneaUon  of  (fcct  only,  npon  which  the 
arrest  is  founded,  is  controverted  by 
Uke  affidavits  of  the  respective  parties. 
The  court  will  not  try  such  a  qoestion 
npoD  affidavits  cSuller%gt.  Mollealiie, 
ante,  379 J. 


1.  An  asaesHment  under  a  ci^  ordi- 
nance, not  made  in  conformity  with 
the  directiooa  of  the  ordinance,  la  il- 
legal aod  void ;  aod  a  sabeequent  con- 
flnnation  of  it  by  the  common  coun- 
cil, will  not  cure  the  illegality  (Matter 
qr  Tiirflfr,UBarb.m. 

3.  An  aaacssmeat  is  void  which  charSM 
the  owners  of  lots  benefitted,  with  a 
greater  proportion  of  the  expense 
than  that  directed  by  the  ordinance 
(Id). 

3.  Where  an  ordinance  directs  the  ar 
sessora  to  assois  an  eqnal  amount  of 
the  expense  npon  the  city  treasury, 
and  upon  the  owners  of  the  lota  Imd- 
efltted,  the  direction  can  only  be  sat- 
iafled  by  charging  one-half  the  amount 
to  the  tieasnry,  and  asncnsing  the 
other  half  npon  the  owners,  indnding 
the  owners  of  the  pulilio  parks  (Id), 


among  the 
s  n  rtCOs 


6.  And  alter  sudi  aresolution  has  been 
adapted,  and  a  dividend  npon  the 
capitalstock  has  been  made,  and  paid 
to  the  Btockholdera,  and  an  equal 
amonnt  of  its  stock  mrreodered  and 
canceled,  it  is  erroneons  for  the  asses- 
oors  to  assess  the  assodatioa  on  its 
entire  capital  as  it  existed  prior  to  the 
dissolution  aod  the  mabng  of  the 
divideDd.     Di,Tis,  J.,  dissented  (/d). 

S.  If  the  assessors,  on  application  being 
made  to  them,  refuse  to  reduce  an  a*- 
sessment  thus  made,  by  deduct^ 
ttom  the  capital  of  the  bank  the 
amonnt  of  capital  so  distribated 
among  the  stocknolders,  a  roandamnj 
wimU[/d]. 


signment  for 

to  payflratall  .  _  .._ 

e^enseSi  costs  and  charges,  and  o(  _ 
mission  of  executing  andcarryinginHi 
effecttbeasaignment,  "aod aU reason- 
able and  proper  charges  for  attorney 
anil  counseliBes  respecting  the  same 
^^oes  not  render  the  assignment 
void  (Avt:  agt.  Peek,  1  Daly,  Ssj. 
i,  TOe  assignment  directed  the  assjgne* 
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nla  oontaina  tho  names  of  two  credi- 
tors, with  words,  "Mnonnt  due  him 
ftir  sarricoB,"  anocied,  but  omitted 
to  Btate  the  unounts  due  to  them  : 
Held,  that  the  omission  U>  specify  the 
amount  of  the  debts  in  the  schedule, 
did  Dot  avoid  the  asaignmect.  The 
words  "debts  to  growdue,"  although 
objectionable,  may  be  understood  to 
meui  claims  which  haTsoot  matured, 
but  which  are  capable  of  being  readiJj 
understood  {Id). 

ASSOCIATION. 

1.  lunt&ry  asso- 

ipecial  act  of 
improTement 
ream,  by  in- 
«r  and  regn- 
>r  the  sapplj 
r  forming  re- 
1  other  worltB 
and  improTementa  as  would  inc: 

tb«  nsefDlneaa   of  said  stream, 

milling  pnrposee ;  and  it  was  endent 
from  the  anicleB  of  asaociatitm  that  it 
was  intended  that  the  aasoci 
■llODld  be  a  oontJnuouB  and  a  pe 
nent  organization  ;  and  the  only 
dltion  apon  which  any  of  the  au 
atea  cotud  withdraw  from  the 
datlon  WM  that  the;  had  coaaed 
ownen  aind  occapanta  of  the  propartj 
in  ralfctsnce  to  which  thej  had  become 
members ;  but  the  articles  provided 
that  upon  a  sale  or  disposition  of  his 
wiTilege  and  upon  giving  notice  to 
uw  aeoreCary,  of  thac  fac^  any  asso- 
ciate muht  be  discharged  from  all 
farther  habili^j  and  his  successor 
eonld  be  subnitDted  in  his  place, 
npon  signing  (be  articles,  and  become 
•  member,  subject  to  the  same  liabili- 
ti«B  and  entitled  to  the  same  prlii- 
lesea  :  Sefd,  that  sales  of  their  pro- 
'ly  some  of  the  assaciates,  and 
uidrawal  from  the  association, 
t  effect  a  dissolution  of  the 
ion;  Atid,  olio,  that  the  asso- 
ciation was  not  disBolTed  by  the  with- 
drawal of  two  of  its  members,  upon 
their  objecting  to  a  purchase  of  land 
made  by  the  associafioo,  and  refusing 
to  pay  asseaaments,  or  to  co-operate 
in  its  DuaineBB  and  to  participate  in  its 
proceedings ;  and  that  those  members 


relieve  tbemsclves  from  the  contract 
th^  had  entered  into,  ooly  by  a  Hale 
of  their  property  ( The  IVoy  Jron  and 
NaU  Faaory  agt,  Oorning,  15  Barb. 
331). 

a.  Where  a  statute  authorized  trusts  ol 


Bi! 


real  property  t 
benefit  oi  persoi 


ing  mill  privileges  on 

or  stream,  the  objects  of  snch  tmsts 
being  the  improvement  of  said  stream 
by  increasing  the  head  of  water  and 
regulating  the  flow  thereof  for  the 
supply  of  mills,  Ac,,  on  said  stream, 
in  mo  manner  apecifled  :  and  declared 
that  tho  annual  value  or  income  of  the 
property  so  to  be  held  in  trust  should 
not  exceed    12,000;    ffeiii,   that    the 


I  act,  referred  to 
ben  individually  ;  and  did  ni 


aflsuch. 


under  the  statute.    That  1) 
tnre  did  notinleod  to  inelii 

Tatne  of  the  va 

eatablishmeots     _, 

which  derived  an  advantage  from  the 
Improvements ;  or  to  estimate  ths 
market  valne  of  the  privileges,  and 


naonfactm 


calculate  the  i 


t  the  desiffu  waa  to 


limit  the  annual  valne  i__  ,_ 

the  land  obtained,  the  same  as  if  it 
'tor  any  ordinary  purpose 


(Id>. 


3.  Hdd,  alto,  that  the  purchase  of  rea 
estate  was  evidently  contemplated  Ity 
the  trust  created,  and  the  porpoae  td 
which  it  was  authorized  j  and  that  it 
land  was  neceasaiy  to  aid  the  asaooi- 
attoD  in  the  improvement  of  the  stream, 

IB  amply  bro 

stain  Buoh  ai ^ 

that  if  Iho  acquiaition  of  a  lake  was 
important  in  carrying  out  the  im- 
provements intended,  the  fact  that 
certain  farming  lands  were  inclnded 
in  the  purchase  thereof,  did  not  vitiate 
the  purchase,  where  it  appeared  that 
.L. :_.= -bilged  to  hoy  the 


That  if   the  pimihaso  v 

food  faiUi,  and  in  tb~  ' 
idiciouB  diHCretion,  ' 


dation. 


us  diHCretion,  for  the  pi 
utlng  the  objectB  of  thi 
.  it  should  be  upheld  and 


fw;. 


.pheld  and  si 


made  by  a  volunlair 
.  I  its  members,  for  im- 
proTements  made  upon  its  property 
In  porsnanoe  of  an  act  of  the  legiala- 
tiire,  for  the  purpose  of  ini^eaeing  ihe 
head  of  water  in  a  stream  and  regu- 
lating the  flow  thereof  for  the  anpply 
of  nulls,  &o.,  is  not  unjust,  oppresane 
and  ineqnitatde,  beoause  it  providea 
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that  each  associate  shall  be  liable  in 
proportion  to  the  height  of  the  falL 
instead  of  the  qaanttty  of  water  nsea 
by  him ;  where  it  appears  that  the  as- 
sociates haye  by  the  articles  of  asso- 
ciation consented  to  be  assessed,  and 
the  plan  of  assessment  was  adopted 
after  due  deliberation,  and  was  hilly 
approyed.  In  the  absence  of  any  al- 
legation or  proof  of  flrand,  mistake  or 
surprise,  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
hola  such  an  assessment  to  be  illegal 
and  inequitable  and  for  that  reason 
refuse  to  decree  a  specific  performance 
of  the  agreement  to  pay  assessments, 
contain^  in  the  articles  of  association 
(Id). 

I.  In  an  action  to  collect  assesments 
npon  the  members  of  an  association, 
for  improyements,  a  ruling  of  the 
Judffe,  excluding  the  testimony  of 
ciyil  engineers  tending  to  show  that 
the  purchases  and  expenditures  for 
whicn  the  assessment  was  made  did 
not  proportionably  adyantage  the  de- 
fenduits,  and  that  the  assessments 
made  for  them  were  unequal  and  un- 
just towards  the  defendants  is  not 
erroneous.  Where  it  was  agreed,  in 
articles  of  association,  that  parties 
who  might  cease  to  be  owners  or  oc- 
cupants should,  upon  written  notice 
of  the  fact  to  the  secretary,  be  dis- 
charged from  all  further  assessments, 
and  tnat  their  successors  should  upon 
qiffning  the  articles,  become  members 
of  the  association :  Held,  that  the 
effect  of  this  proyision  was  to  impose 
on  those  associates  who  remamed, 
after  any  withdrawal  and  any  neglect 
of  the  successor  to  become  a  member, 
the  burthen  of  contributing  their  due 
proportion  as  preyioysly  agreed  upon, 
to  sustain  the  expenses  of  the  asso- 
ciation ;  Held,  alao  that  it  would  not 
necessarily  follow  that  a  transfer  of 
property  oy  a  member  of  the  asso- 
ciation, without  a  substitution  of  a 
successor,  would  destroy  the  plan 
npon  which  it  was  organized  (Id), 

8.  That  if  a  portion  of  the  associates 
yoiuntarily  paid  the  assessments  due 
upon  property  originally  liable,  under 
the  articles  of  association,  but  not 
represented  by  an  owner  who  was  a 
member,  such  payment  so  fftrfdlfllled 
and  carried  out  the  principle  of  as- 
sessment agreed  upon  as  to  preserye 
the  organization ;  and  that  members 
sued  for  their  assessments  could  not 
ayaH  themaelyes  of  the  objection  that 
such  yoluntary  payment  was  illegal 
and  unauthorized  (Id), 

7.  Where,  by  articles  of  assooiatiom 
eadi  of  the  associates  seyerally  bound 
himself  to  pay  a  ratable  proportion  of 
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all  expenditures  for  the  improyements 
made  or  to  be  made :  H^  thfi,t  the 
undertaking  was  mutual,  the  coye- 
nants  of  the  associates  being  made 
with  each  other.  And  that  the  lia- 
bility arose  on  the  promise  by  each 
party  to  the  other,  which  coula  only 
DO  enforced  by  an  action  among  them- 
selyes.  That  those  to  whom  the  pro- 
mise was  made  were  the  proper  parties 
to  bring  the  action.  And  that  it  was 
not  essential  that  there  should  be  a 
formal  diyision  of  the  interests  of  the 
associates  into  shares,  where  t^e  pro- 
portions were  agreed  upon  by  the  as- 
sociates, in  the  articles,  thus  fixing 
the  interest  of  each  one,  and  the  shares 
he  represented  {Id), 

8.  In  an  action  to  collect  an  assessment 
made  by  a  yoluntary  association  upon 
its  members,  for  improyements,  the 
court  cannot,  by  way  of  affirmatiye 
relief  to  the  defendants,  interfere 
with,  or  readjust  the  apportionment^ 
or  relieye  them  from  tne  obligations  « 
which  the  award,  and  their  own 
afin^eement,  contained  in  the  articles 
or  association,  haye  imposed  upon 
them.  Although  members  of  an  as- 
sociation haye  not  enjoyed  the  fall 
benefit  of  improyements  made,  and 
haye  refused  to  participate  fhrther  in 
the  transactions  and  business  of  the 
association,  and  haye  sought  to  aban- 
don their  connection  with  it,  they  can- 
not be  permitted  thus  to  exonerate 
themselyes  from  responsibility  {Id). 

ATTACHMEirr. 

1.  The  Code  (§  316)^  makes  the  guardian 
qf  an  irtfarU  plaint{f.  responsible  for 
costs  of  the  action,  wnen  they  are  ad- 
judged against  such  infant^  and  pro- 
yides  that  "  payment  thereof  may  be 
enforced  by  attadimerU,*^  This  means 
a  process  m  the  nature  of  a  ca,  s€l 
And  it  is  not  strictly  necessary  for  the 
defendant  to  first  issue  his  execution 
against  the  infant,  in  order  to  fasten 
the  liability  upon  the  guardian,  and 
entitle  the  defendant  to  his  attach- 
ment, though  this  is  perhaps  the  bet- 
ter practice.  Nor  is  there  any  neces- 
sity of  an  order  of  the  court  to  first 
brmg  the  guardian  into  conJtemxL  be- 
fore the  attachment  can  issue  ( Gramt" 
man  agt.  IkrcJly  ante,  464). 

2.  The  issuing  of  the  attachment  results 
simply  from  the  adjudication  against 
the  imiant  plaintiff.  The  measure  of 
liability,  and  the  means  of  enforce- 
ment are  prescribed  by  law,  and  the 
court  cannot  refuse  to  a  party  on  a 
proper  application,  the  process  which 
ttielaw  m  terms  giyes  nim  {Id), 
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&.  Thoword  "may,**  in  statutes,  has 
always  been  held  to  be  imperoHoe,  and 
equivalent  to  mu^  or  shall,  whenever 
the  public  or  third  persons  have  a 
claim  de  jure  that  the  power  should 
be  exercised  {Id). 

i.  Itis  clear  that  the  poverty  of  the 
ruardian  is  no  defense  to  amotion  for 
tne  attachment  {Id), 

5.  A  s^i6r^has  no  standing  in  court  to 
institute  a  credilor's  suit  to  reach  the 
vroceeds  of  assi^ed  property  for  the 
Denefit  of  creditors,  which  he  could 
not  otherwise  attacn  as  the  debtor's 
property  {Lawrence  agt.  The  Bank  qf 
the  liepublic,  ante,  502). 

6.  Where  an  action  was  brought  by  the 
general  aseignees  of  judgment  debtors, 
against  a  hank  to  recover  a  debt  due 
wem  for  money  thev  had  deposited 
to  their  credit  as  sucn  assignees;  and 
the  bank  set  up  as  an  off-set  or  coun- 
ter-claim that  it  had  obtained  a  judg- 
ment against  the  plaintiff's  assignors 
in  an  attachment  suit;  that  an  execu- 
tion had  been  issued  thereon  and  re- 
turned unsatisfied,  and  that  the  bank 
had  a  ri^ht  to  apply  the  moneys  de- 
posited Dv  the  plamtUBb  in  their  bank 
towards  the  payment  of  their  Judg- 
ment—the  shenff  having  previously 
attached  the  funds  standmg  upon  the 
books  of  the  bank  to  the  credit  of  the 
plaintiffii,  in  the  attachment  suit 
m  favor  of  the  bank:  Edd,  that  the 
bank  was  not  entitled  to  retain  the 
moneys  to  satisfy  its  judgment  against 
the  plaintiff's  assignors  (/d). 

7.  The  sheriff  acquired  no  Uen  upon  the 
funds  by  the  service  of  the  attach- 
ment. In  equity,  perhaps  the  bank 
might  be  adjudged  to  hold  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  assigned  property  in 
trust  for  creditors;  but  at  law  the 
bank  is  the  debtor  of  the  plaintiflh  in 
respect  to  such  funds  {Id). 

S.  When  the  assi^ed  property  has  been 
sold  bv  the  assignees,  and  ub  identity 
gone,  the  proceeds  cannot  be  attached 
or  levied  upon  bytiie  sheriff  as  the 
debtor's  property;  and  setting  aside 
the  assignment  simply,  would  not 
vest  the  title  to  such  proceeds  in  the 
debtors  {Id). 

9.  A  court  of  equity,  in  cases  cf  fraud, 
follows  the  proceeds  of  the  debtor's 
property,  and  afford  a  romedv  by 
earning  the  legal  owner  of  the  lunds 
into  a  vruitee  for  the  benefit  of  credi- 
ioEB.  ENioh  a  suit  li^  agunst  the  judg- 
ment debtor  and  his  assignees  {id). 

to.  The  defendants  by  their  answer  con- 
taining such  oouvAer-daim,  and  the 
service  tiiereof,  do  not  thereby  take 


the  position  of  plaintiflb  in  a  creditor's 
suit,  and  acquire  a  lien  in  the  same 
manner  as  thev  would  by  the  institu- 
tion of  a  creditor's  suit.  Such  a  de- 
fense is  in  the  nature  of  an  e^taUMs 
aetrqff;  and  cannot  be  sustained  on 
the  ground  that  it  is  a  co>mplaint  in  the 
nature  of  a  creditor's  suit  {Id). 

11.  Besides,  in  a  creditor's  suit  againsi 
a  judg[ment  debtor,  to  set  aside  a  pri- 
or assignment  made  bv  him  in  tnist 
for  the  benefit  of  creoitors,  on  the 
^roxmd  of  fraud,  the  judgment  dsMor 
%s  a  necessary  party  {Id). 

ATTORNEY  AKD  CLIENT. 

1.  An  attorney  cannot  serve,  profeaddi- 
ally,  both  parties  to  a  controversy, 
and  where  ne  has  been  retained  by 
one,  he  cannot  recover  for  profes- 
sional services  rendered  in  the  same 
matter  to  the  other  (JSerrick  agt.  Cfctf- 
ley,  1  Daly,  612). 

fiee  AppEABAvaB. 

AWAKD. 

1.  An  award  by  a  board  of  state  audi- 
tors, obtained  on  an  ex  parfe  hearing, 
upon  a  fictitious  and  groundless 
claim^  may  be  impeached  for  fhiud 
and  imposition  on  the  part  of  the 
claimant.  Money  paid  under  such  an 
award  may  be  recovered  back  on  es- 
tablishing the  fraud,  but  onl^  to  *the 
extent  that  the  state  was  dammfled  by 
the  wrong  {Stxiie  qf  Mif^igan  agt. 
Fhomix  Bank,  SSN.  T.  B.  9). 

BAIL. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  gave 
notice  that  ne  would  not  accept  the 
bail  and  the  bail  never  justified,  and 
nothing  was  done  by  tne  defendant 
in  relation  to  the  unaertaking :  SbUL, 
that  the  plaintiff  ceased  to  have  any 
interest  in  it,  and  hence  that  he  could 
not  sue  as  the  original  obligee  of  the 
undertaking.  Per  Olkbkb,  «r.  iCfiasp 
agt.  SchuU,  U  Barb.  9.) 

2.  Where  a  defendant,  on  being  arrest^ 
gives  bail  by  causing  an  undertaldng 
to  be  executed,  under  section  187  en 
Code,  by  which  the  bail  undertake 
and  agree  that  the  deefendant  "  ehaU 
at  all  times  render  himself  amenable 
to  the  process  of  the  court,  during  the 
pendency  of  the  action,  and  to  sudi 

Srooess  as  mav  be  issued  to  enforce 
tie  judgment  '^  therein,  the  defendant 
is  by  force  of  such  undertaking,  in 
theory  and  leval  effect,  conunitted  to 
the  custody  ol  his  bail;  and  they  u»» 
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by  the  tenns  of  the  instrument,  to 
haye  his  body  always  ready  to  be  ta- 
ken upon  exeontion  or  other  process ; 
at  all  times  "  amenable  to  the  process 
of  the  ooort  in  that  action,"  uJl  final 
Jadgment  shall  be  rendered  therein 
and  be  discharged  and  satisfied  by 
payment,  or  by  the  surrender  of  his 
body  to  the  sheriff  in  exoneration  of 
the  bail,  or  the  taking  of  the  same 

XQ  execntion  (AppUmi  agt.  Bobin- 
U  Barb,  S16). 

BAILMENT. 

L  Where  an  a^ent  deposits  the  property 
of  his  principal  with  another,  wilhont 
any  limitation  or  qualification  what- 
ever, and  without  asserting  any  title 
to  it  or  lien  upon  it,  himself  the  de- 
posit enures  to  the  benefit  of  the  prin- 
cipal, and  is  in  judgment  of  law  made 
on  his  account  IJBaU  agt.  Liney^  44 
Barb.  805). 

2.  G'.  as  the  asent  of  B.  deposited  with 
L.  goods  or  his  i>rincipal,  for  safe 
keeping,  leaTing  with  the  depositary 
&  memorandum  of  the  articles,  and 
written  instructions  to  this  effect : 
"  The  said  goods  not  to  be  giyen  up 
without  the  connent  of  the  said  G.^' 
Held^  that  assuming  that  the  instruc- 
tions were  de8ig[nea  simply  to  protect 
G.  in  his  individual  capacity,  as  be- 
tween G.  and  B„  the  former  showing 
no  hen  or  other  authority  to  detain 
the  goods  against  his  prmoipal,  the 
depositary  would  have  a  right,  and 
would  be  bound,  to  deliver  them  to 
B.,  the  owner,  on  demand  {Id), 

8.  Where  yTooeity  is  not  put  in  a  bailee's 
charge  by  the  owner,  but  comes  into- 
his  possession  through  the  owner's 
neglect,  and  where  he  may  not  know 
to  whom  it  belongs,  or  bv  whcmi  it  was 
left,  he  should  not  beheld  responsible 
for  delivering  it  to  the  wrong  person. 
if  he  has  exercised  all  the  care  and 

*  vigilance  that  could  reasonably  be  ex- 
pected of  him  under  the  droumstan- 
oes  {Morris  agt  Third  Ave,  IL  B,  Co, 
1  Daly,  202). 

4.  If  a  bailee  is  made  a  party  to  a  suit, 
and  is  required  by  Judgment  or  order 
of  the  court  to  transfer  the  property 
in  his  possession  to  a  receiver,  that 
will  protect  him,  as  against  his  bailor ; 
but  if,  on  request,  and  without  any 
order  or  ludgment  binding  upon  him, 
he  voluntarily  gives  up  the  properly 
to  the  receiver,  he  assumes  the  iegal- 
itv  of  the  proceedings  in  the  suit  in 
wnich  the  receiver  was  appointed,  and 
is  bound  to  show  their  vahdity,  for  hin 

Srotoction  {WeOea  agt.  ThorrUony4S 
kui).  890). 


BANKS. 

1.  The  owner  of  a  bank  bill  aoddently 
tore  it  into  two  nearly  equal  partSj  one 
of  which,  containing  no  words  giving 
it  a  negotiable  character,  was  lost 
The  bank,  on  demand  being  made 
upon  it  for  the  amount  of  the  muti- 
lated bill,  refused  payment  until  in- 
demnified by  the  owner  against  the 
loss  which  would  ensue  to  it  from  the 
refusal  of  the  bank  department  to 
issue  a  new  bill,  or  to  re-transfer  so 
much  of  its  security  pledged  for  the 
redemption  of  its  circulation  :  Heldf 
that  the  bank  was  liable  for  the  amount 
of  the  note.  1  .The  embarrassment  of 
the  bank  in  enabling  it  to  procure 
another  bill,  or  re-transfer  of  an  equal 
amount  of  its  securities,  does  not  fur- 
nish any  defense  to  such  an  action. 
2.  This  was  not  a  case  of  lost  note^  and 
the  provisions  of  2  BeviBed  Statutes, 
^06,  §f  75,  76,  rejquiring  a  bond  of  in- 
demmty  to  be  given  by  a  party  seek- 
ing to  recover  on  lost  notes,  &c.,  have 
no  appUcation.  8.  This  was  dearly 
such  a  mutilated  note  as  is  oontem- 

flated  bv  the  act  of  1840,  chap,  368, 
5,  which  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the 
superidtendent  of  the  bank  depart- 
ment to  receive  and  deliver  in  hen 
thereof  to  the  bank  another  note  of 
the  same  amount  {Martin  agt.  Blyden' 
burgh,  1  Baiyy  8U). 

2.  G.,  a  member  of  a  copartnership  flrm» 
made  a  check  in  the  name  of  the  firm, 
payable  to  H.  or  bearer,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  paying  an  account  due  from 
the  firm  to  H.,  but  instead  of  dehver- 
ing  and  usin^  the  check  for  that  pur- 
pose, G.  retamed  it  in  his  possession, 
and  paid  H.'s  account  by  an  account 
for  a  smaller  amount  which  he  held, 
individually,  aeainst  H.,  and  by  pay- 
ment of  the  balance  in  cash.  He 
subsequently  transferred  the  check  to 
the  plaintiif  to  pay  a  debt  which  he 
owed  him:  Hela,  that  as  the  fikcts 
showed  the  check  was  drawn  to  pay  a 

Eartnorship  debt  m,  good  faith,  and  it 
ad  passed  into  the  plaintiff  s  hand 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  an  action 
would  lie,  upon  it,  against  the  firm 
( Gale  agt.  imer,  44  Barb.  420). 

BANKING  ASSOCIATIONS. 

8.  A  banking  association,  organized  un- 
der the  general  banking  laws  of  this 
state,  has  the  power,  by  a  resolution 
of  its  board  of  directors,  voluntarily 
to  dissolve  itself  and  close  its  busi- 
ness, and  to  distribute  a  portion  of  its 
capital  and  surplus  eammgs,  amonc 
the  stockholders  {Tfie  FeopLs  ex,  r«L 
The  Genesee  OourUy  Bank  agt.  Olm^ 
ited,  46  Barb.  644). 
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BASTABDY. 

1.  Superintendents  of  the  poor  have  no 
antnority  or  power  to  discharge  the 
putative  father  of  a  bastard  child  from 
the  obligation  he  has  entered  into 
vith  the  town,  by  giving  a  bond  for 
the  support  oi  the  child,  without  some 
compensation  or  equivalent  which 
will  effectually  secure  the  support  and 
maintenance  of  the  child  in  tiie  man- 
ner coniemplated  by  the  statute,  or 
at  least  tend  to  assure  such  support 
(The  People  agt.  MUcheU,  44  jSiarb. 

2.  The  common  law  never  save  the  pu- 
tative father  of  a  bastara  child  any 
light  to  its  custody ;  and  no  provis- 
ion of  our  statute  secures  to  hun  any 
such  right  (Id). 

8.  A  parol  promise  by  the  putative 
fiither,  to  take  and  support  the  child, 
m>on  the  condition  that  the  mother 
shall  give  up  the  child  to  him,  being 
qualified  by  a  condition  which  neither 
parl^  has  the  right  to  make,  or  the 
power  to  fulfill,  as  against  the  mother, 
is  not  valid  or  binding,  for  that  rea- 
eon,  if  otherwise  unobjectionable  {Id). 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 

1.  One  who  indorses  a  forged  check, 
warrants  the  genuiness  of  the  check, 
and  that  of  eve^  prior  indorser,  but 
to  the  extent  only  of  binding  himself 
as  indorser,  and  if  the  proper  steps 
have  not  been  taken  to  charge  him  as 
indorser,  he  is  not  liable  to  a  subse- 
quent holder  who  has  given  full  value 
ibr  the  check  (Oezm  agt.  Bradbumy  1 
Jkdy,  256). 

2.  "Where  all  that  appears  is  that  a 
creditor,  after  a  note  becomes  due, 
takes  from  the  maker  a  new  note,  a 
bill  or  check  for  the  amount  of  it,  pay- 
able at  a  future  day,  the  conclusion 
must  be  that  the  parties  have  agreed 
to  extend  the  time  of  credit  upon  the 
original  note,  imtil  the  suppleiery  in- 
strument becomes  payable ;  and  if 
such  an  agreement  is  founded  upon 
sufficient  consideration,  it  is  bindms, 
and  the  indorsers  of  the  original  note 
are  discharged  from  liability  thereon 
(Place  agt.  Mcllvain,  1  Daly,  266). 

8.  Literest  on  a  promissory  note,  paya- 
ble on  demand,  is  allowed  firom  the 
time  of  the  demand,  and  not  firom  the 
date  of  the  note  {Sishcp  agt.  Bniffen, 
1  Daly,  155). 

4.  That  a  demand  of  payment  ot  a  lost 
promissory  note  will  oe  held  sufficient, 
without  an  ofiisr  of  a  bond  of  indem- 
nity, where  it  appears  either  that  the 


note  was  not  negotiable,  or  being  ne- 
gotiable, had  not  in  fact  oeen  indorsed 
(Id). 

6.  A  written  agreement  to  paymone^* 

Srovided  the  payee  shall  do  a  certam. 
ling,  is  not  negotiable  paper,  and  is 
subject  in  the  nands  oi  a  third  per- 
son, to  all  defences  vahd  against  it  in 
the  hands  of  the  original  payee 
(James  agt.  Hagar,  1  Daly,  517). 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  AND  PBOM- 
ISSOBY  NOTES. 

1.  The  possession  of  a  promissory  noto 
by  the  plaintiff,  indorsed  in  blank  by 
the  payee  thereof,  is  prima  facte 
proof  of  ownership,  and  sufficient,  in 
the  absence  of  other  evidence,  to  en- 
title the  holder  to  recover  on  proving 
the  indorsement,  &c.  The  auegation 
in  the  complaint  that  the  holder  ac- 
quired title  thereto  by  gift  firom  the 

Eayee,  is  unnecessary ;  and  being  al- 
)ged,  need  not  be  proved  IBedeU  agt. 
CarU,  83  N.  T.  E.  681). 

2.  It  seems,  the  promissory  note  of  a 
third  party  is  the  subject  matter  of  a 
fldft  imer  vivos;  and  the  delivery 
uiereof  into  the  immediate  possession 
of  the  donee  is  snfficient  to  uphold 
such  gift.  The  rule  being,  that  all 
that  is  essential  to  uphold  a  gift  of 
personal  property  by  paroL  is  an  ex- 
pression to  tnat  effect  by  tne  donor, 
accompanied  bv  a  deliveiy  of  the  thing 
to  the  donee  (id). 

3.  In  determining  the  lex  loei  oon- 
iracius,  the  engagements  of  the  ma- 
ker and  indorser  of  a  note  are  to  be 
treated  as  independent  contracts. 
The  liability  of  the  maker  on  a  note 
executed  in  New  York  and  payable  in 
Blhiois.  is  controlled  b^  the  law  of  lU- 
inois,  tne  state  in  which  his  engage- 
ment is  to  be  performed.  The  dutjf 
of  the  indorser  arises  only  on  default 
by  the  ma^er^  and  by  an  unrestricted 
indorsement  m  New  York  to  the  hold*- 
ers,  he  undertakes  to  pa^r  them  in  the 
state  in  which  they  reside  {Lee  agt. 
SaUck,  33  N.  r.  S.  616). 

4.  An  indorsement  written  in  Illinois  for 
the  accommodation  of  a  maker  in 
Wisconsin,  but  intended  to  be  delir- 
ered  at  New  York  for  the  purchase 
of  goods,  takes  effect  as  a  contract  on 
delivery  there,  and  the  Uability  of  the 
indorser  is  to  be  detormined  by  the 
law  of  New  York,  and  not  by  the  stat- 
utes of  Illinois.  Under  tne  TUmoia 
stAtutes,  the  holders  of  a  promissoij 
noto  are  not  bound  to  pursue  their 
remedy  against  the  maker  in  the 
courts  of  another  state,  as  a  oonditton 

Srecedent  to  recovery  against  thein« 
orser  (Id). 
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B.  A  point  which  is  wured  and  not  ar- 
gned  by  oonnsel  at  the  hearing  of  the 
appeal,  onght  to  be  examined  by  the 
court  on  their  own  motion,  if  any 
member  deems  it  a  material  gronna 
for  granting  a  new  trial  (Artisans* 
Bank  agt.  backus,  ante,  242). 

5.  Where  there  is  a  convict  of  testimo- 
ny as  to  when  and  by  whom  the  alter' 
atUm  cf  the  date  of  a  note,  in  suit  was 
made,  which  alteration- is  palpable  on 
its  face,  it  is  a  proper  question  to  be 
left  to  the  jury  to  decide,  although  the 
action  is  against  the  inaoraer  {id), 

7.  A  notice  of  protest  toUhotU  date,  and 
not  stating  on  what  day  the  note  was 

S resented  ft>r  pavment,  is  not  fatally 
efective  for  sucn  omission.    (Imoba- 
HAX,  P.  J.  dissenting.)    (Id.) 

8.  It  is  not  a  discharge  of  the  indor- 
ser  of  a  note  to  take  a  mortgage  from 
the  iliaker  by  the  holder,  as  security, 
without  the  indorser*s  assent,  \f  tlie 
Ume  qf  payment  is  not  extended  (Id). 

BILL  OF  PABTICULABa 

1.  A  party  is  not  entitled  to  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars upon  demand  in  writing,  un- 
der section  158  of  the  Code,  where  the 
claim  of  his  adversary  is  for  the  vio- 
lation of  a  special  contract,  and  the 
consequential  trouble  and  expense 
resultmg  therefrom  (Ives  agt.  Shaw, 
ante,  64). 

BOARD  OF  HEALTH. 

L  The  Oominissioners  of  the  Sinking 
Fund  of  the  city  of  New  York,  have  a 
sufficient  interest  in  and  to  the  reve- 
nues from  the  public  markets  in  the 
city,  to  warrant  them  in  brin^R  an 
acaon  against  the  Board  of  BeaUh  of 
said  city,  to  restrain  them  from  inter- 
fering with  said  markets  (Mayor,  dbo., 
qfNew  rorfc  agt.  TheBoard<fBeaUh, 
ante,  885). 

2.  The  Board  qf  HeaUh  have  no  power 
to  remove,  tear  down,  or  in  any  way 
to  interfere  with  the  stands  or  staJus 
attached  to  a  pubUc  market  in  the  city 
of  New  York,  on  the  ground  that  they 
are  an  obstruction  wpon  the  pyJbHic 
street,  era  nuisance  (Id). 

8l  The  act  creating  the  ^oard  of  irea20i 
is  to  be  construed  as  applicaole  only 
to  such  obstructions  as  are  dangerous 
to  life  or  heaUh,  and  if  not  of  that 
character,  it  does  not  apply  (Id). 

4.  If  unlawful  obstructions  are  placed 
or  erected  in  a  public  street,  thev  be- 
come a  nuisance;  and  when  this  ui  the  I 


case  it  does  not  need  the  power  of  a 
board  of  health  to  remove  it.  Any 
citizen  has  a  right,  in  a  proper  man- 
ner, to  abate  a  nuisance ;  but  it  must 
be  a  nuisance  which  the  law  declares 
to  he  such,  and  not  one  merely  declared 
so  by  any  board  or  individual.  It 
may  well  be  doubted  whether  the  leg- 
idature  can  delegate  to  any  body  of 
men  the  power  to  declare  what  is,  or 
what  is  not  a  nuisance  (Id) 

6.  It  is  not  by  any  means  certain  that 
the  extension  of  a  public  market  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  over  the  side^ 
waUc^  is  such  an  obstruction  of  the 
pubhc  street,  that  may  on  account  of 
its  illegality,  be  declared  apuMio  nui- 
sance (Id), 

6.  The  rule  that  the  party  has  a  remedy 
by  action  in  the  recovery  of  damages 
against  a  partv  for  exceeding  its  pow- 
ers, and  therefore  an  tjy'undwn  should 
not  issue,  may  be  proper  as  to  indi- 
viduals, but  is  not  applicable  whore 
both  parties  represent  the  public,  and 
where  the  loss  mustfidl  upon  the  pub- 
lic whoever  succeeds  (Id), 

See  Quabahtzne,  1,  2. 

CONSTABLES  BOND. 

1.  Abend  to  a  constable,  conditioned 
to  keep  him  harmless  and  indemnified 
of,  from,  and  against  all  damages, 
costs,  charges,  trouble  and  expense 
that  he  may  be  put  to,  sustain  or  suf- 
fer by  reason  of  a  levy  upon  and  sale 
of  property  on  execuuon,  is  broken, 
and  an  action  may  be  maintained 
upon  it,  as  soon  as  a  liahUUy  is  in- 
curred Dv  the  officer  in  consequence 
of  such  levy  and  sale  (Bancr<y^  agt. 
Winepear,  44  Barb.  209). 

2.  In  an  action  brought  upon  such  a 
bond  the  plaintiif  may  recover  not 
only  the  amount  he  has  actually  ex- 
pended in  the  defense  of  an  action 
brought  against  him  by  one  daiminff 
to  be  the  owner  of  the  property  levied 
on,  but  the  costs  and  counsel  fees  of 
his  attorney  and  counsel  in  defending 
such  suit,  although  the  latter  have 
not  been  actually  paid  by  the  obligee 
(Id), 

8.  Where  parties  join  in  a  bond  of  in- 
demnity, as  pnncipal  and  sureties, 
they  are  in  privity  of  contract  with 
eacn  other,  and  are  to  be  regarded 
and  treated,  quoad  the  contract,  and 
the  rights  and  liabilities  connected 
with  and  growing  out  of  it,  as  one 
person.  In  such  a  case  notice  to  one 
IS  notice  toall  (Fay  agt.  Ames,  44 
Barb,  disei). 
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BUILDING  GOBPOBATIONS. 


1.  A  Toluhtary  aseociation  had  been  en- 
gaged in  improying  and  adding  to  a 
boilding  already  erected,  used  for  a 
hotel  and  stores,  and  erecting  a  new 
one  story  building  for  a  bar  and  read- 
ing room.  The  defendant,  claiming 
to  De  a  coi}>oration  fonned  under  the 
proyiaions  of  the  act  of  April  5, 1868, 
**  to  authorize  the  formation  of  corpo- 
rations for  the  erection  of  buildings,** 
succeeded  to  the  ownership  of  the 
property,  continued  and  completed 
seyeral  of  the  improyements  preyi- 
oualy  conmienoed,  and  made  other 
extensiye  repairs,  alterations,  &c.,  and 
purchased,  neld,  managed  and  leased 
the  property  for  the  purposes  of  a 
hotel  and  stores :  Held,  tbiat  this  was 
not  a  company  formed  for  the  erection 
of  buildings,  within  the  meaninjr  of 
the  statute  ( The  Fecnle  agt.  The  Troy 
Houae  Company ,  H  JBarb.  G25). 

3.  The  leading  oblect  of  the  company, 
under  the  act  of  1858,  must  be  to  carry 
on  the  business  of  erecting  buildings 
for  themselyes  or  others,  and  not  to 
confine  themselyes,  as  the  primary 
and  sole  purpose  of  their  organiza- 
tion, to  the  erection  or  improyement 
of  a  single  building  upon  a  single 
property  of  their  own,  for  its  more 
oonyenient  and  luoraUye  deyelopment 
and  use  {Id), 

COMMON  OABBIEBS. 

1.  The  plaintifll  haying  taken  passage 
on  defendant  s  steamboat,  deposited 
his  yalise,  containg  wearing  apparel, 
in  a  stateroom,  the  key  of  which  was 
handed  to  him  at  the  time  of  paying 
his  passage.  During  his  temporary 
absence  from  the  stateroom,  the  door 
of  which  was  locked,  the  yahse  was 
stolen:  ITeld,  that  the  defendants 
were  liable.  The  liability  of  a  com- 
mon carrier  is  like  that  of  an  inkeeper, 
and  it  is  no  excuse  for  the  latter  to  say 
that  he  deliyered  the  ^est  the  key 
of  the  chamber  in  which  he  lodged 
{MudaeU  agt.  Bay  State  Steamboat  Co, 
1  Jkdy,  151). 

2.  A  yoyage  from  one  seaport  to  anoth- 
er, is  not  completed  at  tne  quarantine 
of  the  port  of  destination  ;  and  unless 
excused  by  special  agreement,  or  by 
the  health  laws  preyentin^  intercourse 
with  (he  city,  the  yessel  is  bound  to 
carry  a  passenger  and  his  baggage  to 
the  point  agreed  on  {Oiihooly  agt.  N. 
T,  and  Savannah  Steam  ImvigaHon 
Co.  1  Daly,  197). 

8.  The  delay  of  the  owner  to  call  for  the 
baggage  for  seyeral  days  after  its  ar- 


riyal  at  the  point  of  its  dcHtination^ 
does  not  release  the  carrier  from  his 
obligation  to  deliyer  it  to  him  on  de- 
mand. The  demand  must  be  madSi 
howeyer,  within  a  reasonable  time, 
and  what  is  a  reasonable  time,  is  in 
all  cases  a  question  of  foct,  and  the 
finding  of  the  jury  on  that  queetion 
will  not  be  disturbed  {Id). 

4.  The  plaintifb  bought  ^oods  of  E., 
and  gaye  directions  to  wip  them  by 
the  defendant,  an  express  company : 
Held,  that  under  sucn  directions,  E. 
had  authority,  so  far  at  least  as  de- 
fendants were  concerned,  to  make  a 
contract  limiting  the  defendants*  lia- 
bility (MoriartyjLgi,  Hamden'a  JSb- 
press,  1  Daly,  W). 

5.  Acarrierreoeiying  goods  for  carriage 
will  not  be  required  to  examine  tne 
authority  of  the  person  presentinj^ 
them,  to  make  a  contract  limiting  his 
responaibiUty.  That  the  right  of  a 
common  carrier  to  limit  his  uabili^, 
is  no  longer  subject  to  discussion  {Id)^ 

6.  The  defendants,  who  are  common 
carriers,  running  connecting  lines  <rf 
railway  from  BniFalo  to  Milwaukee, 
throuffh  their  mufoal  agent  in  the 
city  or  New  York,  took  from  the^ain- 
tifs  the  receipt  of  the  Hudson  Miyer 
Bailroad  Company  for  certain  ffoods 
marked  **  Janesyflle,  Wis.,  via  M.  D. 
B.  B.,"  and  gaye  therefor  a  bill  of  la- 
ding, whereby  it  Was  agroed  that  tiie 
defendants  would  transport  said  goods 
oyer  their  lines  to  Milwaukee.  At 
BuifiJo,  the  goods  instead  of  being 
deliyered  to  or  reoeiyed  by  the  de- 
fendants, were  deliyered  on  board  a 
propeller,  to  be  carried  thence  by 
lake  to  Milwaukee.  Hie  oropeller 
and  her  cargo  were  lost  on  the  pas- 
sage :  Heia,  in  an  action  against  the 
defendants  to  recoyer  damages  for  the 
loss,  that  as  the  receipt  of  the  Hudson 
Bailroad  for  the  gooos  was  giyen  to 
the  mutual  agent  of  the  defendimta, 
and  as  the  holder  of  that  receipt  was 
entitiedtothe  custody  of  the  goods 
upon  their  arriyal  at  Buffido,  it  was 
incumbent  upon  the  defendants  to 
explain  how  it  was  that  the  goods  were 
forwarded  from  BuflMo  by  a  dilferent 
route  than  theirs,  and  that  it  occurred 
under  droumstanoes  exonerating 
them  from  responsibility  (Le  Sage 
agt.  Qreai.  Wettem  jR.  22.  Cb.  1  Daly^ 

7.  To  charge  a  common  carrier  there 
must  either  be  a  special  acceptance 
of  the  property,  or  a  deliyeiy  accord- 
ing to  the  established  usage  in  the 
carrier's  business ;  and  where  by  the 
usa^e  there  is  a  person  appointed  to 
receiye  and  take  charge  ot  a  partiea- 
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nlu  kind  of  property,  the  debTer; 
mnit  be  to  him,  and  not  to  one  sn- 
(r»g8d  in  tho  dlBohirge  of  other  dn- 
tiea  (Baa  net  }f.  J.  Steamboat  Oa.  1 
IHHy,  191). 

i.  Where  curler  hu  no  ftgent  on  his 
boat  to  receive  uid  take  chu^  ol 
tngnse,  mi  to  check  it,  it  ie  not  m 
good  deliTery  to  leftTe  it  m»n  the 
boat  withont  obtaining  ■  check,  < 


>.  It  ia  well  Mttled  th*t 

rier,  according  to  hiecommoQ  law  ha* 
bility,  is  an  losnrer  of  the  property 
receiTed  by  him  foe  trinaportation, 

Sainst  all  loea  or  damage  bappeoing 
ereto  while  nnder  hie  coDtMl,  iid- 
■  ■      "  B  act  o(  God, 


10.  Where  a  oarrii 
pelled  by  HtrsH 
orerboara  a  part 

ot  the  cargo  fl^ 
Dot  respoQBible  fi 
to  the  mlee  of  t 


traot,  usome ^ 

oU  perOt,    of   naTigatloD,   inolni^g 
thoee  attoDdant  upon  Btormi  and  tem- 


13.  Whefeaoairier.tirl^biltooftadiiig 

Ed  (o  deliTer  toe  praperty  at  the 
of  destination,  withoat  daU]'; 
ge  OF  deBcienqy  in  qoantlty  spe- 
dfled,  it  an;,  to  be  deduoW  from  the 
freight  by  die  conainiea ;  Held,  that 
the  oarrier  did  not  Dy  this  contract 


18.  At  oommon  law,  a  oarriei  of  paaien 
gers  by  water  la  liable  for  the  value 
of  the  baggage  of  a  paaaeDger  de- 
■boyed  bf  Opb,  thoneh  the  &e  oee^ 
alonuig  the  loaa  may^ave  happened 
without  any  want  of  akill,  care  or 
fbreught  oa  the  part  ot  the  carrier 
(Cftamterfain  agt.  The  Waiem 
IVunqwrfdAm  Oo.  IS  Barb.  218). 


ot  of  Ood,  or  the 


sJtai 


liable  for  any  loaa  or  damage  which 
may  happen  to  uiy  "goods  or  mcT' 
ohuidiBB  "  shipped  thereon,  by  reason 
of  fire  happenmg  to,  or  on  board  the 
ship  or  Tesael,  nnleaa  it  la  caoaed  by 
the  dedgn  or  neglect  ot  the  ownet 
ild).  ^ 

16.  The  tenoi  "goods or m°rchaiidla«,* 
naed  in  the  ati^te,  ahoold  not  be  wo 
extended  aa  to  eionento  a  carrier 
from  his  common  law  iiabihty  tar  the 
loea  of  a  pasaeoger'i  baggage  by  flr« 

IT.  Where  two  kinds  of  property — one 
penahable  and  the  other  not_are  de- 


_ ;  and  if  either  mnst 

wait,  It  Bhonld  bettie  Utter  {MarihaB 
agt.  The  2f.  Y.  0.  S.  R.  Oo.  a  Barb. 
K2). 
.S.  When  a  oanler  haa  reoeired  pro- 
perty for  transportatum,  If  he  ia  liable 
for  any  loss  or  Injnrj  resnlting  from 
delay  in  ita  lfanap<Htation  or  other- 
wise, while  in  his  ponneaiiion,  aach 
damages  are  to  be  appiaiaed  or  Sied 
at  the  place  of  destination  of  aach 

Broperty.  And  the  place  ot  deetiiUH 
on,  in  this  aense,  most,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  express  contract  to  de- 
lirer  it  at  a  particular  place,  b 


19.  Hie  defendant,  being  a  common 
oarrier  from  BufUo  to  Albany,  agreed 
with  the  plain  tiffa  to  trutaport  a  quail' 
tity  of  apple*,  in  barrela,  from  Slden 
and  Corra,  two  of  ita  ataliona,  to  Al- 
bany, and  there  deliver  them  to  the 
Hwifture  line.  The  barrels  were  di- 
rected to  the  plaintifh,  in  the  ciW  of 
Ne^  York,  care  of  the  Bwifture  UIM, 
Albany :  SUd,  that  the  dntr  of  the 
defendant  ended  when  it  had  delireted 
the  property  to  the  plaintiA'  oon- 
signee.  at  Albanny,  ana  that  each  de- 
lirerj  was  eq(iiTa](Hit  to  a  delirery  to 
theplainUffll  at  that  place  (/d). 

30.  The  apples  thus  agreed  ia  be  trana- 
ported,  were  purchased  for  tlie  New 
York  market,  which  was  known  to  the 

[    OMTlar.    And  haylne  been  deliyerod 


>f  the  earner  ends  (7il). 
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by  the  carrier  to  the  Swiftare  line,  at 
iQbany,  they  were  immediately  for- 
warded to  New  York,  and  the  barrels 
havinff  been  opened  there,  the  apples 
wer^  found  tow  injured  by  the  mist, 
ia  oonseqnenoe  oi  the  d^y  which 
had  occurred:  Heid,  that  assuming 
that  the  plaintiib'  damages  shoxdd 
have  been  assessed  at  the  value  or 
depreciation  of  the  apples  at  Albany, 
proof  of  such  yalne  or  depreciation  m 
the  New  York  market  was  proper,  as 
fdmishing  a  satisfactory  basis  upon 
which  the  Jxury  could  estimate  the 
damages  of  the  plaintiflh  at  Albany 
{Id). 

21.  And  that  in  the  absence  of  any  proof 
or  allegation  that  there  was  any  dif- 
ference in  the  value  between  the  two 
places,  or  that  the  property  was  in- 
Tored  or  depreciated  afier  it  left  Al- 
Dany,  it  would  be  proper  to  instruct 
the  lury  that  they  might  find  the  value 
of  the  apples  to  be  their  value  as 
proved,  at  New  York,  deducting  the 
freight  from  Albany  to  that  city  (Id) 

12.  A  carrier,  in  forwarding  goods  be- 
yond the  terminus  of  his  own  route, 
18  bound  by  the  instructions  of  the 
owner.  It  is  his  ri^ht  and  his  duty,  in 
an  imforeseen  cogency,  when  the 
safety  of  the  goods  requires  it.  and 
the  consent  of  the  owner  may  odrly 
be  presumed,  to  deviate  from  the  let- 
ter of  his  inrtruciions  and  notify  him 
of  such  deviation ;  but  when  the  de- 
viation is  unnecssary,  and  for  the  mere 
oonvenience  of  the  carrier,  he  assumes 
the  risk  of  consequent  injury,  and  re- 
mains responsible  as  an  insurer.  The 
primary  duty  of  an  agent  is  to  observe 
the  obstructions  of  his  principal :  and 
when  he  disregards  them,  he  volunta- 
rily assumes  a  responsibility  by  which 
he  must  be  content  to  abide  Ijofmson 

agt.  -y.  r.  a  b,b.oo.9s  n.  t.  b. 

610). 

3S.  A  delivery  of  a  trunk  of  clothing  to 
the  captain  of  the  defendant's  boat, 
renders  the  defendants,  as  common 
carriers,  liable  for  its  loss,  although 
fhe  captain  was  not  the  general  agent 
of  the  defendants  for  receiving  freight, 
Ac.,  for  transportation.  The  captain 
was  acting  wimin  the  scope  of  the  <n>- 
parerU  authorily  of  agent,  which  the 
principals  allowed  him  to  assume 
(  WUbedc  agt.  /Scftvyi^r,  ante,  VJ). 

%L  JRailroad  oorporations,  engaged  in 
the  transportation  of  property,  are 
subject  to  the  absolute  responsibility, 
which  by  the  common  law,  rests  upon 
oomtnon  carriers;  they  are,  except  as 
against  loss  or  injury  occasioned  by 
the  act  of  Qod,  or  of  a  public  enemy, 


iMurere  of  the  safe  transportation  and 
delivery  of  the  property  intrusted  to 
them  fbr  carriage  iUeineman  agt.  The 
Grand  Trunk  MaUway  Cb.  cmze,  4S0)^ 

25.  Oommon  carriers  cannot,  ly  oot^ 
tract,  shield  themselves  fi*om  liabiliH' 
for  tneir  own  fraud,  or  their  own  will- 
ful act  or  negligence:  but  they  may 
contract  against  liability  for  that  low 
degree  of  negligence  or  want  of  care 
on  their  part  which  is  not  equivalent 
to  willful  or  wanton  neglect  of  duty  or 
recklessness  {Id). 

26.  Oommon  carriers  may  also  by  apeeioZ 
contract  relieve  themselves  from  all 
responsibility  for  injuir  to  or  loss  of 
the  property  intrustea  to  them  for 
carriage,  occasioned  by  the  negUaence, 
misconducLjraud  or  fdony  of  their 
employees  or  servanls  (Id), 

27.  Where  the  plaintiff  signed  a  special 
contract  made  by  the  defendants  as 
common  carriers,  m  which  was  a  clause 
that  "  the  owner  of  the  within  men- 
tioned animals  undertakes  all  risk  of 
loss,  injury^  damage  and  other  con- 
tingencies, m  loading,  unloading,  con- 
veyance and  otherwise,'*  and  by  which 
contract  the  defendants  undertook  to 
transport  for  the  plaintiff  fixim  Strat- 
ford, in  Canada  West,  to  Bui&lo,  in 
this  state,  a  car  load  of  horses,  and, 
as  the  plamtiif  alleged,  the  defendants 
carelessly,  negligently,  wxvng^fnlly 
and  willmlly,  run  the  car  containing 
the  horses  on  to  a  side  track  of  its 
road,  and  kept  them  locked  up  for 

.  four  days  and  nights  without  food  or 
drink,  and  by  its  agents  refused  to 

Sermit  them  to  be  unloaded  so  that 
liey  could  be  fed— itbeiog  impossible 
to  feed  them  in  the  car;  by  reason 
whereof  the  horses  were  nearly  starved 
to  death  and  thereby  rendered  com- 
paratively valueless  {Id). 

28.  Held,  that  an  action  by  the  pUdntifT 
against  the  defendants  for  damages 
by  reason  of  such  negliKent,  wrong- 
ful and  wUlf^  acts,  could  not  be  sus- 
tained. The  plaintiff  was  property 
non-suUed  (Tebflahck,  J.  dtssenting) 
{Id). 

See  Tklbgraph  Companieb. 
See  Bazleoad  Ck>MPAinBS. 


CAUSE  OF  ACTION. 

1.  The  forms  qf  the  counts  in  a  com- 
plaint, do  not  in  all  cases  Aimish  the 
court  the  best  evidence  of  the  real 
nature  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  The 
facts  out  of  which  it  originated  musi 
DC  ascertained,  in  order  to  oompie- 
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hend  the  real  ground  of  the  motion 
{Ghroceni'  ITaiionai  Bankt^  (Xark, 
anley  115). 

2.  Where  the  first  oanse  of  action  men- 
tioned in  the  plaintiff^s  complaint  is. 
what  wonld  have  been  called  (when  it 
had  a  name}  trover;  and  the  second 
canse  of  action  c€ise,  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  fraudulently  certifying  bank 
onecks,  by  means  whereof  a  large  sum 
of  money  was  fraudulently  abstracted 
firom  the  plaintiff:  ffdd,  that  both 
causes  of  action  are  in  tort,  and  not 
on  corUr<iot{Id)» 

8.  The  plaintiff  might  haye  waiyed  the 
transient  conyersion,  and  sued  the 
defendant  for  so  much  money  had 
and  received  to  its  use ;  but  not  hav- 
ing done  so,  the  discharge  of  the  de- 
fendant does  not  apply  to  his  impris- 
onment upon  the  plaintiff's  claim. 
His  discharge  applies  only  to  debts 
arising  on  cmiraa  {Id), 

i.  In  action  upon  an  undertaking  given 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  pur- 
suant to  flections  186  and  187  or  the 
Code,  to  procure  a  discharge  from 
airest,  the  complaint  is  defective  in 
showing  a  cause  of  action,  where  it 
omits  w  aver  the  fact  substantiaUT : 
1st.  That  an  execution  against  me 
property  of  the  defendant  has  been 
issued  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  in 
which  such  defendant  was  originally 
arrested,  and  that  the  same  has  been 
returned  by  such  sheriff  unsatisfied  in 
whole  or  in  part.  2d.  That  an  execution 
against  the  oody  of  the  defendant,  hav- 
ing at  least  fifteen  days  between  the 
teste  and  return  thereof  has  been  issued 
to  the  same  sheriff^  and  by  him  re- 
turned that  the  defendant  cannot  be 
found  within  his  county  {OaunOey 
^^r  Wheeler,  ante,  137). 

&  Since  the  form  of  an  action  of  debt 
on  the  recognizance  no  longer  exists, 
and  the  pluntiff  is  required  to  set 
forth  in  his  complaint  every  fact  which 
the  plaintiff  must  prove  to  enable  him 
to  maintain  his  action,  and  which  the 
defendant  has  a  right  to  controvert  in 
his  answer,  it  seems  necessarily  to  fol- 
low that  the  above  statutory  facts 
should  be  stated  in  the  complaint. 
{Id). 

0.  When  a  balance  is  struck  between 
copartnerB,  and  a  promise  to  pay  is 
given,  an  action  of  assumpsit  may  be 
maintained  by  the  partner  receiTing 
the  promise  {Ko&Uer  agt  Brovm, 
ante,  235). 

7.  Where  a  society  was  formed,  the  ob- 
ject of  which  was  to  form  a  common 
rand  out  of  which  to  pay  each  mem- 


ber drafted  into  the  United  States 
annies,  a  flur  and  equitable  share  of 
saidfhnds,  or  ftumish  a  substitute;  and 
providing  that  in  case  no  draft  takes 
place,  all  moneys,  less  expenses^will 
be  returned  to  each  memoer:  Hdd, 
That  the  members  of  the  society  were 
partners.  That  the  object  of  the  cre- 
ation of  the  society  ceased  when  it 
appeared  that  no  draft  was  to  take 
place  (id). 

8.  The  defendant,  as  treasurer,  had  the 
ftmds  of  the  society  in  his  hands,  and 
promised  to  pay  to  the  members  nold- 
mg  certificates  the  balance  due  to 
them,  determined  upon  byall  thejuem- 
hers  in  proper  communion.  An  action 
for  money  had  and  received  was  there- 
fore properly  brought  against  him  by 
the  plaintiff  for  a  balance  due  him  as 
a  member  of  the  society  {Id). 

9.  A  cause  of  action  in  trover  is  assian' 
able;  and  the  assignee  can  sue  in  his 
own  name  ( Ward  agt.  Benson,  ante, 
ill). 

CEBTIORABI. 

1.  A  certiorari  to  review  proceedings 
under  the  title  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
relating  to  the  "  relief  and  support 
of  indigent  persons."  to  seize  the  pro- 
perty or  a  person  wno  has  absconded, 
leavmg  his  wife  and  children  charge- 
able, or  likely  to  become  chargeable, 
to  the  public  for  support,  can  not  be 
sued  out  by  one  who  was  not  a  party 
to,  and  has  no  interest  in  the  snbioct 
matter  ot  the  prooeedinfirs  ( The  Peo^ 
pie,  ex  reL  Finch  Mg^.  The  Overseers 
cf  the  Poor  qf  the  tovm  of  Berne,  4i 
Barb.  467). 

3.  A  person  not  a  party  to  summary  pro- 
ceedings under  the  statute,  to  recover 
the  i>osse8sion  of  land,  who  has 
been  dispossessed  by  the  sheriff  by 
virtue  of  a  warrant  issued  by  the 
judge,  can  sue  out  a  certiorari  to  re- 
view the  proceedings  {Starkweather 
agt.  Seelye,  iS  Barb.  164). 

3.  The  matters  stated  in  the  affidavit  on 
which  a  writ  of  certiorari  is  allowed, 
are  no  part  of  the  record,  and  cannot 
be  noticed  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining either  the  regularity  or  the  va- 
lidity of  the  proceedings  before  the 
county  judge  {Id). 

4.  The  true  test  as  to  the  right  of  re- 
view is,  was  the  person  seeking  to  re- 
view a  party,  in  form  or  in  substance, 
to  the  proceeding  sought  to  be  re- 
viewed, so  as  to  be  concluded  by  the 
determination  thereon?  If  not,  al- 
though his  rights  may  have  been  in^ 
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fringed  by  an  improper  execution  of 
the  process,  ho  cannot  bring  up  the 
matter  for  review  {Id). 


OONTEMFT. 


COMPLAINT. 

1.  The  forms  qf  the  counU,  in  a  com- 
plaint^ do  not  in  all  cases  famish  the 
court  the  best  evidence  of  the  real 
nature  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  The 
facta  out  of  which  it  originated  must 
be  ascertained  in  order  to  comprehend 
the  real  ground  of  the  action  ( Qro- 
oeri?  National  Bank  agt  Clark,  ante, 
116). 

2.  In  an  action  upon  an  underiakingi 
[iven  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff) 

nrsuant  to  sections  186  and  187  of 
wie  Code,  to  procure  a  discharge  from 
arrest,  tne  annplaintia  defective  in 
showing  a  cause  of  action  where  it 
omits  to  aver  the  fact  substantially 
{OaunOey  agt.  WJieder,  ante,  187). 


8.  1st.  That  an  execution  against  the 
property  of  the  defendant  has  been 
issued  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county,  in 
which  such  defendant  was  originaUv 
arrested,  tod  that  the  same  has  been 
returned  b^  such  sheriff  unsatisfied 
in  whole  or  in  part  {Id), 

L  2nd.  That  an  execution  against  the 
body  of  the  defendant,  havmg  at  least 
fifteen  days  between  the  teste  and  re- 
turn thereof  has  been  issued  to  i^e 
same  sherim  and  by  him  returned 
that  the  defendant  cannot  be  found 
within  his  county  {Id), 

6.  Since  the  form  of  an  action  of  debt 
on  the  recognizance  no  longer  exists, 
and  the  plaintiff  is  required  to  set 
forth  in  nis  complaint,  every  fkct 
which  the  plaintiff  must  prove  to 
enable  him  to  maintain  his  action,  and 
which  the  defendant  has  a  right  to 
controvert  in  his  answer,  it  seems 
necessarilv  to  follow  that  theaboye 
statutory  facts  should  be  stated  m  the 
complaint  {Id). 

6.  "Where  an  infant  sues  by  a  guardian, 
as  provided  by  the  Code,  the  com- 
plamt  must  allege  the  due  appoint- 
ment of  the  guardian.  Where  a  com- 
plaint was  entitied  "  J.  &.  by  J.  Q. 
nia  guardian  agt.  0.  T..**  and  com- 
menced thus:  "The  plaintiff  com- 
plaioin^  states,**  Jbc.,  butcontitinedno 
allegation  that  the  plaintiff  was  an  in- 
fimt,  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  or  that  the  guardian  was  duly 
appointed:  ffeld,  bad  on  demurrer, 
for  the  reason  mat  while  it  showed 
that  the  plaintiff  appeared  by  guar- 
dian, it  dia  not  aver  that  the  guardian 
was  duly  appointed,  so  as  to  authorize 
Buoh  appearance  {&ranlman  agt 
'liraU,  UBarb.  173). 


1.  Tc  compel  the  attendance  and  exam- 
ination of  tk  party  under  section  881 
of  the  Code,  a  summons  must  be 
served  upon  tne  party  to  be  examined: 
and  the  notice  m  writing  prescribed 
by  that  section,  must  be  served  tqfon 
the  aUomeu  qf  such  party,  before  the 
party  can  be  Drought  into  contempt 
It  is  not  necessary  that  such  notice 
should  be  served  upon  the  porta  per- 
sonaay{Van  Bensselaer  agt  lQ)bs^ 
ante,  198). 

2.  Where  a  defendant  in  an  action  of 
divorce  is  imprisoned  for  the  non-pay- 
ment of  alimony,  he  can  be  relieved 
from  imprisonment  onlv  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  (3d 
vol.  p.  598,  §  20,  in  relation  to  proceed" 
ingsfor  contempts  in  dvU  actions,  dtc). 
{btraleyAgi.  Graley,  ante,  476). 

3.  In  this  case,  the  defendant  on  motiOB 
for  a  discharge,  and  for  a  reductioa 
of  alimony,  was  discharged  on  his 
paying  the  amount  due  for  alimony 
for  which  he  was  committed.  And  on 
paying  the  amount  accrued  during 
his  imprisonment  the  order  for  ali- 
mony was  reducea  to  $10  per  week 
{Id). 

4.  Where  an  attachment  was  iaBued 
against  a  party  as  for  a  contempt, 
granted  on  an  affidavit  yerified  berore 
a  notary  in  a  county  other  than  that 
for  which  he  was  appointed :  BeUi, 
that  such  attachment  was  issued  with- 
out due  proof  by  affidavit,  as  required 
by  statute,  and  that  the  attachment 
order  granted  tiiereon,  and  all  pro- 
ceedings thereunder,  should  be  vaca- 
ted ana  set  aside,  as  granted  without 
authority.  And  this,  notwithstanding 
sufficient  may  have  appeared  in  the 
party's  answers  to  the  interrogatoriee 
subsequentiy  filed,  without  resorting 
to  the  affidavits  upon  which  the  at- 
tachment was  granted,  the  proceed- 
ing having  been  void  from  its  incep- 
tion (Pm^,  ex  reL  Larooque  agt 
Murpiiy,  1  Daly,  468). 

5.  On  a  motion  to  commit  a  party  for 
contempt,  he  should  be  permitted  to 
read,  in  addition  to  his  answers  to  the 
interrogatories  propounded  to  hhn, 
affidavits  showing  tne  absence  of  any 
willful  disobedience  of  the  order  fm 
the  violation  of  which  it  is  sought  to 
punish  him  {Id). 

6.  Where  a  statute  regulating  the  course 
of  procedure  for  a  criminal  contempt, 
savs  that  the  court  "may**  reoave 
affidavits,  the  exercise  of  a  sound  le- 

Sal  discretion  requires  that  affidavits 
tiould  not  be  excluded,  unless  they 
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are  manifestly  irreleyant  to  the  ques- 
tion (Gajeudozo,  J).    (Id), 

7,  The  proper  remedy  for  a  party  com- 
mitted for  a  contempt  midera  void 
process,  is  to  move  the  court  upon 
affidavits  disclosing  the  fact,  for  an 
order  vacating  it,  and  discharging  the 
party.  And  where  the  judge  who  is- 
sued such  process  is  no  longer  a  mem- 
ber of  tlie  court,  the  motion  may  be 
made  before  any  judge  sitting  at  spe- 
cial term  (Id), 

CONTRACT. 

1.  Where  there  is  no  note  or  memoran- 
dum in  writing  made  of  the  contract 
of  sale  of  personal  property  for  over 
$50,  nor  no  part  of  the  purchase 
money  paid,  tne  validity  of  the  agree- 
ment must  depend  upon  whether  the 
buyer  accepted  or  received  any  part 
of  the  property  agreed  to  be  sold 
(Good  agt.  OurtisSy  arde^  4). 

2.  In  order  to  constitute  an  acceptance 
or  receiving  of  a  part  of  the  property 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  it 
is  necessary  that  there  should  be 
some  ad,  something  done  indicating 
it  beyond  words  merely.  Acoording:ly, 
whore  the  vendor  and  vendee,  with 
tiio  property  before  them,  agree  up- 
on the  terms  of  sale,  and  ihe  price  to 
to  be  paid,  and  that  the  goods  which 
is  the  subject  of  the  contract  shall  be- 
come the  property  of  &e  vendee,  the 
title  does  not  pass  (Id), 

8.  But  it  is  not  necessary  that  any  part 
of  the  ffoods  should  be  accepted  or 
receivea  by  the  buyer  at  the  time  of 
the  contract;  an  acceptance  or  receiv- 
ing of  the  same  at  any  time  after- 
wards, if  it  be  done  under  the  con- 
tract, and  while  that. remains  unre- 
voked, will  be  sufficient  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  the  statute 

-  (Id). 

4.  Where  in  an  action  upon  an  account 
against  the  defendants,  they  under- 
took to  set  off  the  value  of  some  person- 
al propertywhich  theyclaimed  they  had 
had  sold  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he 
accepted  a  portion  of  it,  which  was  in 
his  possession,  and  ratified  the  agree- 
ment by  its  sale  to  a  third  person  : 
Hdd,  that  this  action  having  been 
commenced  by  the  plaintiff  some  three 
weeks  before  he  sold  the  property  to 
such  thi'd  person,  was  an  unmistaka- 
ble mdioation  of  the  plaintiff's  inten- 
tion to  disaffirm  the  contract,  alleged 
by  the  defendants  for  the  sale  of  the 
whole  property  previoudy,  especially 
as  the  vfdue  of  the  property  claimed 
by  the  defendants,  largely  exceeded 


the  plaintiff's  account.  Besides,  the 
positive  testimony  was  sufficient  to 
show  that  the  aUe^^ed  contract  was 
discarded  by  the  plamtiff,  even  though 
the  sale  of  a  poriion  of  the  property 
by  the  plaintiff,  subseouently,  mi^ht 
be  considered  a  wrongful  conversion 
of  it  by  him  (Id). 

5.  Whero  the  defendants,  by  a  specifla* 
tion  and  drawings,  dated  the  4th  of 
January,  1859,  invited  proposals  for 
the  construction  of  twenty-seven 
meershaums,  to  be  oonstructea  there- 
under of  brick,  deliverable  at  different 
times  prior  to  the  first  day  of  July, 
1859— specifVing  that  eight  (the  re- 
mainder of  the  twenty-seven)  were  to 
be  delivered  on  the  first  day  of  July, 
and  containing  a  clause  "  any  nwm&«r 
at  our  option  r  also,  "in  addition  to 
the  above,  we  wish  to  estimate  for  the 
same  number  of  iron  meershaums,  to 
be  delivered  as  above,"  giving  a  de- 
scription of  thelatter;  and  the  plaintiir 
proposed  in  writing,  to  construct 
twenty-six  or  twenty-seven  of  the 
brick  meerschaums  lor  $1,650  each, 
or  twenty-six  or  twenty-seven  of  the 
iron  meerschaums  for  $1,850,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  plans  of  January 
4,  1859 ;  ''all  the  aoove  to  be  in  ac- 
cordance as  first  plan  and  specifica- 
tions, and  to  be  delivered  at  such 
datos,  and  in  such  numbers,  as  the 
company  may  specif^,  in  the  next 
sixty-five  days.'*  Which  offior  was  ao- 
coptod  in  writing  by  the  company. 
Hie  plaintiff,  after  constructing  seven 
meerschaums,  was  prohibited  by  the 
defendants  firpm  manufiicturing  any 
more,  as  they  had  failed  to  pay,  and 
had  become  insolvent :  Edd^  that  the 
defendants,  by  expressing  "any  num- 
ber at  our  option,^'  woula  seem  to  re- 
serve the  rignt  to  increase  and  not  din 
mini^  Uie  whole  number  of  meer- 
schaums to  be  manufactured :  Hdd^ 
(UsOi  tJdat  the  defendants  having  ac- 
cepted and  assented  to  theplainoff's 
proposition,  and  the  terms  named, 
winch  varied  their  proposal,  were  liable 
for  the  whole  number  of  meerschaums 
(27) :  H^jd,  alsOy  that  the  correct  rule  of 
damages  was  to  aUow  the  plaintiff  the 
actiLai  profit  on  each  meerschaum  (20) 
left  unmanufactured  (ZPnderhUl  agt. 
Tfie  North  American  Kerosene  Gas 
Light  Oo,  ante,  84). 

6.  If  a  written  agreement  is  signed  by 
the  party  sought  to  be  charged,  and 
is  certain,  fitir  and  just,  in  all  itsparts, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be 
signed  by  the  party  seeking  t-o  enforce 
it,  in  order  to  its  specific  performance. 
That  is,  the  want  of  mutuality  is  no 
objection  to  its  enforcement  (WJUU 
agt.  Schuyler,  ante,  88). 
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7.  A  written  agreement  to  re-conyey.  at 
a  certain  time,  for  a  valnable  consiaer- 
ation  a  certain  number  of  shares  of  the 
capital  stock  of  a  "  Steam  Tow-beat 
Association,"  and  to  pay  certain  divi- 

.  denda  received  thereon^  may  be  sped  • 
flcally  performed,  notwithstanding  an 

;  objection  that  the  contract  relates  to  a 
class  of  property  in  regard  to  which 
it  18  not  usual  to  direct  a  specific  per- 
formance, on  the  ground  that  the  par- 
ij  has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  in 
damages.  There  may  or  may  not  be 
an  adeauate  remedy  at  law,  and  be- 
sides the  parties  have  specifically 
agreed  to  reconvey  {Id), 

8.  Where  the  time  within  which  an 
agreement  is  to  be  performed,  is 
purely  a  question  of  fact^  which  has 
been  considered  wim  care  by  the 
Judge  at  special  term,  the  court  at 

general  term  will  not  usually  disturb 
le  decision  made  thereon  (Id), 

9.  An  agreement  in  writing  was  entered 
into  between  the  parties  in  this  action 
as  follows  :  **  It  is  hereby  agreed  be- 
tween J.  W.  Dimick  and  mdden  & 
Co.,  that  the  sai^  J.  W.  Dimick  shall, 
for  the  three  years  next  ensuing,  un- 
less this  agreement  shall  de  dissolved 
by  Hadden  &  Co.  on  three  montiis* 
notice,  consign  exclusively  to  the  said 
Hadden  &  Co.,  all  the  blankets  of  his 
manufacture,  to  be  sold  by  them,  and 
that  the  commission  to  be  allowed 
Hadden  A  Co.  for  such  sales,  shall  be 
seven  and  one  half  per  cent,  to  cover 
the  guarantee  of  debt  and  all  charges 
(including  insurance  from  fire)  to 
which  the  /foods  may  be  subject  after 
being  received  in  store. 

New  York,  June  12, 1861. 
(Signed)      J.  W.  Dimick.  [sEAii.] 
(Signed)     Hadden  &  Co.  [beai..] 
Sealed  and  delivered  in ) 
the  presence  of       f 
(Signed)  Wk.  G.  l^ovpsoir, 

Witness. 

10.  ffeldy  Ist.  That  this  agreement  hav- 
ing been  duly  acknowledged  by  one 
of  the  plaintma'  firm  and  dv  the  de- 
fendant to  have  been  properly  sipped, 
and  being  attested  by  a  subscribing 
witness  at  their  request,  was  properly 
admissible  in  evidence  {Hadaen  agt. 
JDimickf  ante,  196). 

11.  Eddy  2d.  That  the  partner's  autho- 
rity to  execute  the  sealed  instrumant 
was  ratified  by  the  subsequent  acto 
of  the  plaintii&  under  it.  even  if  there 
was  a  failure  of  proof  of  authority 
existing  at  the  execution  of  the  pa- 
per (Jw). 

12.  Held^  Sd.  That  the  agreement  was 
mutnaJ,  and  that  it  was  not  in  re- 
atraint  of  trade  {Id), 


13.  JTeU,  4th.  That  the  agreement  did 
not  permit  the  defendant  to  sell  blank- 
ets of  his  manufacture  himself,  with- 
out a  breach  of  the  agreement  {Id). 

14.  Hddf  6th.  That  all  proceeding  and 
cotemporaneous  a^^reoments  were 
merged  in  the  writmg;  and  it  was, 
therefose,  ri^ht  to  reject  the  evidence 
as  to  a  previous  parol  agreement,  in 

.  addition  to  the  writing  iwelf  {Id), 

15.  Held,  6th.  That  if  the  plaintifb  sub- 
sequently promised  to  be  the  defend- 
ant's sureties  npon  a  contract  to  be 
obtained  of  the  U.  S.  Government  by 
the  defendant,  to  sell  his  blankets  to 
the  Government,  it  was  no  defense  to 
this  action  to  recover  the  plaintifB^ 
commissions  on  the  sales  actually 
made  by  the  defendant  himself  subse- 
quently to  the  Government,  bvan  a- 
greement  entered  into  by  the  defend- 
ant with  the  Government,  with  other 
sureties  than  the  plain tiflw.  They  had 
a  right  to  recede  if  they  had  prom- 
ised. (IkoBAHAic,  P,  J,  duseruina — 
holding  that  the  plaints*  consent  to 
dqfenaanCs  seUinff  to  (he  Oovemment 
might  be  iftferred,  or  at  least  there  vxis 
evidence  enough  to  submit  to  the  ivaru 
the  question  cf  their  consent.)     (id.) 

16.  Where  a  party  desnres  to  abandon 
or  rescind  a  contract  because  of  some 
alleged  breach,  the  law  requires  him 
to  act  with  due  promptness  m  making 
his  election,  and  he  will  not,  as  a  gen- 
eral rule,  be  permitted  to  do  so.  when 
at  the  time  oi  the  decision  botn  par- 
ties cannot  be  placed  in  the  identical 
situation,  nor  can  stand  upon  the 
same  terms  existing  at  the  tune  the 
contract  was  made  [Sunt  agt.  Singer^ 
1  Daly,  209). 

17.  The  defendant  agreed  to  take  a  loan 
which  had  been  negotiated  by  the 

glaintiflH  for  one  Schoonmaker,  and 
)  pay  the  expenses  incurred  by  the 
plamtiffs  in  searching  the  title  to  the 
premises  on  which  the  loan  was  to  be 
made,  and  also  to  pay  for  servicea 
rendered  by  the  plaintim  :  Held,  that 
the  agreement  was  not  void,  as  being 
collateral  and  without  consideration 
{Benedict  agt  Lunningf  1  Daly,  241). 

18.  A  material  alteration  of  a  written 
contract  by  one  of  the  parties  to  iL 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
the  other,  notonlv  diBcharges  the  lat- 
ter irom  all  liability  upon  it,  but  if 
fraudulentlv  made  will  release  him 
also  from  aU  liability  upon  the  consid- 
eration upon  which  it  was  made  ( Trow 
agt.  Qlen  Oove  Starch  Co,  1  Daly,  280). 

19.  Where  the  alteration  was  made  un- 
der a  mistaken  sense  of  right,  or  bv 
a  stranger,  without  the  knowledge  dT 


NEW  YORK  FRA.OnCIE  BEPOBTS. 


the  mterest«d  p&rtif  to  absolve  hun- 
aelf  fram  kll  nim)linoD  of  uijr  privit; 
or  knowltdge  of  the  fiwidaleQt  ftct 

XI.  A  clanae  In  in  ureemenb  la  to  be 
OonMraed  moat  atrictly  igunat  the 
D&rt;  fur  whose  beoedt  it  ia  inserted. 
Hence,  irhen  mh  open  poHcy  oon^ined 
ft  olBoae  limidDg  the  inBnrer'e  liabillt; 
to  the  dedcieDcy  BxisiDg  on  the  pay- 
meiit  of  any  other  policy  of  prior  d&te: 
field,  that  the  hmitatioo  (Ed  not  »p- 
ply  to  goods  in  another  policy,  int^- 

'    mediate  the  date  of  the  defendant's 
policy  and  their  inscription  thereon 
(Stuart  agt.  Tfte  Ociambian  Fire  Iru. 
Oo.  1  My,  471]. 
See  TbliosjLpe  CoKetxaa. 


:A 


C0N7EB8I0N. 

L  A  cause  of  action  In  trover  .a 

able;  and  the  assignee  oan  mi . — . 

own  name  ( Ward  tgL  Benson,  ante, 

411). 
3.  Where  personal  ptopert 

irroDgtnDy  taken  and  con 

defendant  the  generai  a$l 

ownei  may  maintain  an  *c' 

■__   — -jjji  jjjg  jj 


the  defendant  in  uiother 
■n  attachment  in  favor  of 
OTB  of  the  owner,  before 
iieontedbf 


&  The  defendant  wu  entitled  to  set  np 
the  amount  tor  which  the  property 
was  sold  npon  the  attachmeot,  as  % 
defense  to  that  amonnt.  If  the  pro- 
perty was  sold  mnoh  below  its  actual 
value,  the  defenduit,  being  the  wrong- 
doer  mnst  soflbr  the  loas  of  the  de- 
predation (id). 

i.  Tho  rule  of  damagei  in  such  a  case. 
Is  ascertained  by  showing:  what  the 
property  was  actually  worth  at  the 
time  01  the  takiag  and  converiion, 
and  deducting  therefrom  the  amount 
for  which  it  wU  sold  on  the  attach- 
ment {Id). 

6.  Vhere  a  creditor  by  a  boTiafide  chat- 
Id  mortgage,  sella  the  property  of  the 
Jndgment  debtor,  npon  the  mortgage, 
■nd  dehvers  posaewian  to  the  pur- 
ohieer,  prior  to  the  appointment  of  > 
receiver  in  mptdementu?  proceeding* 
of  the  debtor's  property,  such  mort- 
gage sale  does  not  constitnte  a  ecm- 
eerMimof  (he  property  m  against  the 


receirer,  tol  which,  as  such,  he  can 
maintain   an   action  {FOmore   agt. 
HorUm,  ante,  434). 
e.  It  ia  only  when  the  party  hu  poueo- 
rofueal  to  deUvc  ^  '' 


(/d). 


7.  Where  property  ia  given  In  eichaogi 
fbr  not«8,  void  in  their  inception  fo: 
usury,  the  property  so  giveo  in  ei- 
cbange  may  be  recovered  and  the  ex- 
change reeclnded,  on  tho  discovery  of 
the  nature  of  the  notcB;  and  an  aotioQ 
win  lie  for  the  oonversion  of  the  pro- 
pertv,  notwithstanding  the  person  giv' 
ma  the  notes  acted  in  good  faith  and 
wuhont  knowledge  of  their  chaiaal«r 
iZoeuAigh  agt.  Stun,  1  Daly,  49). 


U.  SCO. 


uainat  the  detendsnt  1 
Bion  {Jaroilauitci  agt.  . 
Baly,2S2' 


the  note 
nimd  of 


injmiea  done  to  pcTBODa]  property  may 
be  maintained  wherever  Jurisdiction 
of  the  partiea  can  be  obtained.  In 
sneh  cases  the  venue  ia  transit 
(Anttfi  agt.  BvSer,  1  Daly,  508). 


1.  The  Code  (^Slfl)  makes  the^ordten 
(^  an  ii\fant,  ftaint{ff,  reqponsible  for 
eoM  ot  the  action,  when  they  are  ad- 
judged against  suoh  in&nt,  and  pn>- 
rldaa  that,  "  payment  thereof  mail  ho 
eotoTcei  bj  aUadimeTU."  Thia  means 
a  prooeea  m  the  nature  of  a  ea.  la. 
And  it  is  not  abrioUy  neoewary  tor  (he 
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defendant  to  first  issae  his  execution 
against  the  infont,  in  order  to  fasten 
the  liability  upon  the  guardian  and 
entitle  the  defendant  to  his  attach- 
ment, though  this  is  perhaps  the  bet- 
ter practice.  Nor  is  there  any  neces- 
sity of  an  order  of  the  court  to  first 
bring  the  guardian  into  conLem^^  be- 
fore the  attachment  can  issue  {t^rarU^ 
man  agt.  ThraUy  antCf  464). 

2.  The  issuing  of  the  attachment  re- 
sults simply  from  the  a^udicaUon 
against  the  mfant  plaintifEl  The  mea- 
sure of  liability  and  the  means  of  en- 
forcement are  prescribed  by  law,  and 
the  court  cannot  refuse  to  a  party  on 
a  proper  application  the  process  which 
the  law  in  terms  gives  hmi  (Id). 

8.  The  word  "  may"  in  statutes  has  al- 
ways been  held  to  be  imperaiive^  and 
equivalent  to  muU  or  shaU,  whenever 
the  public  or  third  persons  have  a 
claim  detwe  that  the  power  should  be 
exercised  {Id). 

4.  It  is  dear  that  the  poverty  of  the 

guardian  is  no  defense  to  a  motion  for 
le  attachment  (Id), 

6.  In  action  brought  by  a  receiver^  in 
supplementary  proceedings,  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  order  appointing 
him,  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of  real 
estate  made  by  the  judgment  debtor, 
to  a  third  person,  and  the  defen^nt 
succeeds  on  the  trial,  the  judgment 
creditors  of  the  debtor,  who  are  not 
parties  to  the  action,  and  took  no  part 
m  its  prosecution,  are  not  liable  for 
the  coste  of  the  action  (FoUovoing  the 
decision  in  the  oaee  of  Wheeler  agt 
Wright,  ^  Bow,  Pr.  B.  228),  {OMer 
agt.  BeiUy,  ante,  472.) 

6.  The  law  making  parties  in  interest 
liable  for  costs,  was  not  intended  to 
apply  to  actions  brought  in  the  name 
of  snerifib,  receivers,  clerks  or  other 
officers  of  the  court,  although  third 
parties  mi&^ht  be  interested  in  the  re- 
covery, unless  the  action  was  brought 
at  the  sole  suggestion  and  urgency  of 
such  parties,  and  virtually  conducted 
by  them,  and  especially  so,  to  a  case 
where  the  action  was  Drought  by  di- 
rection of  the  court  (Id), 

7.  On  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the 
special  term  granting  costs  against 
executors,  where  the  judge^  on  the 
motion,  finds  that  the  apphcation  to 
the  executors  was  sufficient,  and  that 
they  should  have  offered  to  r^er,  the 
general  term  will  not  review  his  flnd- 
mg  of  facxs  on  that  question  {Niblo 
agt.  Binsset  ante,  476). 

8.  An  extra  aUoiDance  of  costs  against 
executors  depends  on  the  same  in- 


quiry as  the  question  of  the  recovery 
of  costs  against  them  (Id). 

9.  Where,  after  the  entry  of  judgment 
against  executors,  the  judge  at  speda 
term  deddes  the  question  of  coms  and 
an  extra  aUotoance  in  favor  of  the 
plaintifE;  it  is  proper  to  have  the  order 
entered  nunc  pro  tunc,  as  of  the  day 
of  entering  the  judgment  {Id). 

10.  Where,  in  an  action  to  enforce  a  me- 
chanic's lien  against  several  defend- 
ants who  appeared  by  the  same  attor- 
ney, the  complaint  was  dismissed  on 
motion,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not 
contain  f^ts  sumdent  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action,  without  any  trial  of 
the  issues  raised  by  the  answers,  and 
it  did  not  appear  that  their  defences 
were  such  as  could  not  have  been 
joined:  ffdd,  that  separate  bills  of 
costs  should  not  be  aUowed  to  these 
defendants  {BaMey  agt.  Johnson,  1 
Daly,  61). 

11.  Where  the  complaint  presents  • 
prima  facie  case  of  jurisoiction,  and 
the  question  is  not  raised  bv  tiae  is- 
sues, but  the  plaintilt  on  tne  trial, 
admits  the  fact  which  snows  the  want 
of  jurisdiction,  his  non-residence,  and 
the  complaint  is  dismisted  on  that 
ground:  Hetd,  such  an  adjudication 
of  the  action  as  will  entitle  the  de- 
fendant to  a  jud^nent  for  costs  {Har- 
riott agt  2r,J,lLILdbT.Oo,l  Dahi^ 
87;. 

12.  The  rule  that  costs  will  not  be  al- 
lowed on  the  dismissal  of  a  complaint 
for  want  of  jurisdiction,  applies  only  in 
cases  where  the  want  of  jurisdiction 
appears  on  the  face  of  the  summons 
or  complaint,  or  the  court  is  called 
upon  to  adjudicate  the  quisetion  on 
plea  or  demurrer  {Id). 

CBEDirOR'S  ACTION. 

1.  A  sheriff  has  no  standing  in  court  to 
institute  a  credUoft's  suit  to  readi  the 
proceeds  of  aesi^ed  property  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  which  he  could 
not  otherwise  attacn  as  the  debtor^s 
TOt>perty  (Lawrence  agt.  TJie  Bank  qf 
The  B^^ublic,  ante,  602). 

2.  Where  an  action  was  brought  by  tha 
general  assignees  of  judgment  debt- 
or's, against  a  bank  to  recover  a  debt 
due  them  for  money  they  had  deposited 
to  their  credit  as  such  assignees ;  and 
the  bank  set  up  as  an  olf-eet  or  coun- 
ter-claim that  it  had  obtained  a  judg- 
ment against  the  plain  tifls'  assignon 
in  an  aztachment  suit;  that  an  exeou- 
tion  had  been  issued  thereon  and  re- 
turned unsatisfied,  and  that  the  bank 
had  a  right  to  apply  the  moneys  de- 
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posited  by  tlie  phuntiflb  in  their  biuik 
towards  the  payment  of  their  judg- 
ment— the  shenif  haying  preyionsly 
attached  the  funds  standmg  npon  the 
books  of  the  bank  to  the  oredit  of  the 

Slain tiflfii,  in  the  attachment  suit  in 
kYor  of  the  bank  (Id): 

8.  Sddy  that  the  bank  was  not  entitled 
to  retain  the  monevs  to  satisfy  its 
judgment  against  the  plaintiff's  as- 
signors {Id). 

4.  The  sheriff  required  no  Hen  npon  the 
ftmds  by  the  service  of  the  attach- 
ment. Li  equity  perhaps  the  bank 
might  be  aajndgea  to  hold  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  assigned  property  in  trust 
for  creditors :  but  at  law,  the  bank  is 
the  debtor  of  the  plain tiffii  in  respect 
to  such  funds  ( Jd). 

5.  When  the  assi^^ed  property  has  been 
sold  by  the  assignees,  and  its  identity 
gone,  the  proceeds  cannot  be  attached 
or  levied  upon  by  the  sheriff  as  the 
debtors  property;  and  setting  aside 
the  assignment  simply,  would  not  vest 
the  title  to  such  proceeds  in  the  debt- 
ors {Id). 

6w  A  court  of  equity,  in  cases  of  J^aud> 
follow  the  proceeds  of  the  debtors 
property  ana  afford  a  remedy  by  turn- 
ing the  IcRal  owner  of  the  rands  into 
a  Inistee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors. 
Such  a  suit  lies  against  the  Judgment 
debtor  and  his  assignees  {Id), 

7.  The  defendants  by  their  answers  con* 
taining  such  counter-daim^  and  the 
service  thereof,  do  not  thereby  take 
the  position  of  plain tiflfe  in  a  creditor's 
suit,  and  acquire  a  lien  in  the  same 
manner  as  they  would  by  the  institu- 
tion of  a  creditor's  suit :  Such  a  de- 
fense is  in  the  nature  of  an  equitable 
tet^ff;  and  cannot  be  sustained  on 
the  ground  that  it  is  a  comxiaiaJt  in 
the  nature  of  a  creditor's  suit  {Id) 

8.  Besides,  in  a  creditor's  suit  against  a 
judgment  debtor,  to  set  aside  a  prior 
assignment  made  by  him  in  trust  for 
the  oenefit  of  creditors,  on  the  ^^round 
of  fraud,  the  jiidomau  debtor  u  a  ne- 
oe$9ary party  {Id). 

OBDONALLAW. 

1.  The  act  of  18S9  authorizes  the  covri 
qf  general  aesgiona  in  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York,  to  continue  in 
session  beyond  the  third  toeefcfrom  its 
commencement,  which  was  the  origi- 
nal limit  established  by  law  {Ferris 
agt.  The  People,  ante,  140,  Gburt  of 
•Appeals), 

m 

%  Sanity  is  presumed  to  be  the  normal 


state  of  the  human  mind,  and  it  is 
never  incumbent  upon  the  prosecu- 
tion to  give  ofibrmakoc  evidence  that 
such  state  eaosts  in  a  particular  case 
{Id). 

8.  Where  an  irregularity  occurs  in  the 
drawing  cf  a  panel  of  jurors  for  a 
court  01  general  sessions,  which  works 
no  injury  or  pr<>judice  to  a  defendant 
who  is  tried  and  convicted  by  such 
jury,  a  new  trial  will  not  be  granted 
on  the  ground  of  such  irregularity 
{Id). 

CHATTEL  MOBTGAGK 

1.  The  time  prescribed  by  the  statute, 
for  the  filing  of  a  copy  of  a  chattel 
mortgage,  in  order  to  Keep  the  seen* 
rity  in  force,  relates  to  the  first  filing 
of  the  mortgage,  and  is  limited  to  a 
period  of  Hhxriv  days  previous  to  the 
expiration  of  the  term  of  one  year 
fh)m  such  first  filing.  A  filing  before 
the  commencement  of  the  thirty  davs 
would  be  as  nugatory  as  one  after  the 
expiration  of  that  tune  {Neto^  agt. 
Warner,  a  Barb.  258). 

2.  Where  a  mortgage  is  sought  to  be 
kept  on  foot  through  a  number  of 
years,  there  must  be  successive  filings 
annually,  of  the  copies  and  statemente, 
or  the  mortgage  will  cease  to  be  valid, 
as  against  creditors  and  subsequent 
mortgagees  and  purchasers  in  good 
fbith  of  the  mortgagor  {Id). 

8.  The  statement  of  the  interest  of  the 
mortgagee  in  the  property  clidmed  by 
him  by  virtue  of  the  mortgage,  whicn 
is  required  by  the  statute  to  be  in- 
dorsed upon  or  accompany  Uie  copy 
of  the  mortgage  filed,  must  be  made 
by  the  mortgagee,  in  person  or  by  at- 
torney (id). 

4.  A  mere  statement  of  the  amount  due 
to  the  mortgagee,  made  by  the  mort- 
gagor or  any  third  jierson,  wiUiout 
any  authority,  from  the  mortgagee, 
will  not  answer  the  requirement  ofthe 
statute.  The  indorsing  a  certificate 
or  acknowledgment  of  the  amount 
due,  upon  a  copy  of  the  mortgage 
filed,  by  the  mortgagor,  is  not  the 
execution  of  a  new  mortage  for  the 
debt,  in  any  just  or  reasonable  sense 
{Id). 

6.  Anerror  of  the  register  in  improperly 
indorsing  a  chattel  mortgage,  whereby 
a  subsequent  purchaser  is  misled* 
does  not  mvalidate  the  mortgage;  the 
makiuff  of  such  indorsement  is  the 
duty  or  the  register,  and  its  omission 
is  not  the  fault  of  the  mor^agee,  and 
cannot  affect  his  rights  {Dikeman  agt. 
Fuckhqfer,  1  Daly,  489). 
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6.  i2  seema.  that  the  remedy  of  a  par- 
duwer  who  has  been  mialed  as  to  the 
existence  of  a  chattel  mortgage,  by 
reason  of  an  omission  or  defect  in  the 
indorsement  or  filing  of  the  mortage, 
is  against  the  officer  making  such 
error  {Id), 

CHECK. 

1.  G-.,  a  member  of  a  copartnership 
firm,  made  a  check  in  the  name  of  the 
firm,  payable  to  H.  or  bearer,  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  an  account  due 
firomthe  firm  toH.,  but  instead  of 
deliyering  and  using  the  check  for 
that  purpose,  G.  retamed  it  in  his  pos- 
eession.  and  paid  H.*8  account  bv  an 
account  for  a  smaller  amount  wnich 
he  held  individually  against  H.,  and 
by  payment  of  the  balance  in  cash. 
He  subsequently  transferred  the 
check  to  the  pluntiif  to  pay  a  debt 
which  he  owed  him:  ffdif  that  as 
the  fitcts  showed  the  chock  was 
drawn  to  pay  a  jpartnership  debt  in 
good  faith,  and  it  had  passed  into  the 
plaintiff's  hand  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration, an  action  would  lie  upon  it, 
against  the  firm  (Qale  agt.  Mmr,  44 
Barb.  420). 

CHABTTABLE  USES. 

1.  Where  the  whole  scheme  of  a  chari- 
table trust  in  a  will  is  founded  upon 
the  assumed  vaUdity  of  a  devise  there- 
in of  a  certain  farm  in  Yurginia,  such 
devise  being  void  as  against  the  laws 
of  Yirginia,  no  part  of  the  charitable 
trust  can  be  sustained  {Levy  agt  Le- 
t)y,  88  -y.  Y.K  97). 

2.  It  8eem8,  that  to  raise  a  trust  at  com- 
mon law,  there  must  be  a  definite 
grantee,  devisee  or  donee,  capable  of 
coming  into  court  and  claimmg  the 
benefit  of  the  grant  devise  or  be- 
quest   (PctWeioht,  Ji)    {Id,) 

8.  At  common  law,  when  the  trust  is  for 
an  uncertain  object  the  proper^ 
which  is  the  subject  of  the  trust  is 
deemed  to  be  undiroosed  of^  and  goes 
to  those  to  whom  the  law  gives  the 
ownership  in  default  of  disposition 
by  the  former  owner.  But  tne  doc- 
trine was  hold  to  be  otherwise  in  re- 
spect to  "charitable  trusts."  The 
question  whether  tiie  doctrine  of 
trusts  for  charitable  uses  in  England, 
extended  and  strengthened  by  the 
prerogative  of  the  crown,  and  the 
statute  of  43  Elizabeth,  are  applica- 
ble in  this  state,  dliscuBaea  by 
Wbiqht,  J.    (id.) 


rispmdenoe  for  supporting,  regula- 
ting and  enforcing  public  or  charita> 
ble  uses  void  by  we  rules  of  common 
law,  not  deemed  to  be  in  foroe  in  this 
state.    {Fer  Wbioht,  J,)    {Id.) 

6.  The  cases  of  WiSiamshgi,  TFaZioms 
(9  JT.  r.  625),  and  Owens  agt  The 
Missionary  Society  of  the  Methodist 
ISpiscoDol  Church  (14  N.  Y.  880),  ex- 
amined by  Wbioht,  J.    {Id,) 

C0MMISSI019EBS    OF    HIGHWAYB. 

1.  Commissioners  of  highways  are  au- 
thorized to  employ  counsel  in  the 
preparation  and  trial  of  an  Indictment 
agamst  an  individual  for  obstructing 
a  public  highway,  and  to  render  other 
legal  services  in  relation  to  matters 
connected  with  the  control  and  man- 
agement of  highways.  Such  authority 
is  incident  to  their  official  character 
A  contract  of  that  nature,  made  by 
commissioners  of  highways  with  aa 
attorney,  may  be  enforced  against 
their  successors  in  office  {Dwuz  agt 
Dunt2,iii  Barb.  4S9).* 

2.  If  a  commissioner  of  highways  ad- 
vances the  money  out  of  his  own 
pocket  to  pay  the  churn  of  an  attor- 
ney whom  ne  and  his  associates  haye 
employ;ed  to  render  services  for  the 
town,  in  respect  to  highways,  and 
takes  an  assignment  of  the  chum  to 
himsdi^  individually,  he  may  maintain 
an  action  thereon  against  his  successor 
in  the  office  of  commissioner  of  high- 
ways {Id), 

COHPBOMISE  AND   SETTLEMENT. 

1.  A  settlement  or  compromise  of  a  dis- 
puted or  doubtful  claim  is  sgood  con- 
sideration for  a  promise  ( The  Fcam^ 
ers*  Bank  of  Amsterdam  agt  Btair, 
44  Barb.  6ti). 

2.  If  there  be  a  eonti-oversy  between 
persons,  well  based  according  to  the 
belief  and  understanding  of  we  par- 
ties— ^that  is^  a  contnoversj  real  and 
substantial  m  character — a  compro- 
mise entered  into  between  them,  and 
a  settlement  of  the  conteoversy,  will 
be  held  valid  and  binding,  and  will  be 
deemed  a  good  consideration  to  sup- 
port a  promise,  or  to  uphold  an  agree- 
ment by  way  of  exoneration  and  dis- 
charge. In  such  a  case  it  is  not  ad- 
missible to  go  behind  the  settlement 
with  a  view  to  determine  which  of  the 
parties  was  right  {Id). 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 


4.  That  peculiar  system  of  EogUsh  jn-l  1.  The  legislature  had  the  power,  nti^ 
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witlistaiicUng  the  ooDstitatiion  of  1846 
abolished  the  offioe  of  supreme  conrt 
oommissiQner,  to  authorize  county 
judges  to  do  all  the  acts  under  such 
oonstitution  that  could  be  i>erformed 
1^  supreme  court  commissioners,  in 
Isitizig  to  bail  persons  charged  with 
crime  prior  to  the  adoption  of  that 
oonstitution  ( Th»J?eopt»  agt  jauH&utf, 
ii  .Bod.  126). 

COBPOBAHOKa 

1.  If  there  is  any  defect  in  the  proceed- 
ings for  the  organization  of  a  oorpo- 
raoon,  or  any  abuse  of  its  powers,  or 
<^  the  statute  authorizing  the  forma- 
tion of  corporations  under  general  or 
•pedal  laws,  the  question  is  one  of  law, 
and  it  is  for  the  state  alone  to  take 
steps  to  dissolve  such  corporation,  or 
forbid  the  exercise  by  it  of  corporate 
rights  and  franchises.  The  courts  of 
equity  do  not  take  oogniianoe  of  such 
questions,  in  respeotto  corporations 
(Doyto  agt.  The  PeerietM  Febrol/evm 
Co.  44JBar&.288) 

3.  A  director  of  a  corporation,  who  sees 
a  card  issued  by  the  officers  of  the 
oompany  in  the  ordinary  course  of  their 
business,  with  the  names  of  the  direc- 
tors attached,  cannot  be  held  liable  for 
fidse  representations  contained  in  the 
card,  wlien  it  is  found  by  the  referee 
that  he  never  cireolated  the  cards  and 
did  not  know  the  representations  were 
untime,  and  had  no  knowled^  that 
fhey  were  true,  but  allowed  his  name 
to  oe  used,  without  reflection  as  to 
the  efBBct  of  doing  so  (  Waktman  agt. 
DdBey,  4i  BarbTm), 

8.  The  true  construction  of  the  section 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  which  pro- 
vides that  "  if  any  corporation  here- 
after created  by  the  legislature  shall 
not  organize  and  commence  the  trans- 
action of  its  business  within  one  year 
from  the  date  of  its  moorporation.  its 
corporate  powers  shaU  oease.*'  is  that 
the  Dusiness  there  spoken  of  is  such 
as  the  corporatkm  may  latBfuRy  do 
under  the  act  of  inooiporation;  and  if 
it  has  never  done  any  business  of  that 
description,  tiien  the  section  applies 
{The  People  m^L  The  TroyEouae  Co, 
4A  Barb.  &5). 


i.  Under  sections  10  and  14  of  the  act 
of  185S,  the  capital  stock  of  the  cor- 
poration must  DC  paid  in,  within  two 
years  irom  the  time  of  the  incorpora- 
tion; and  it  must  benaid  in  money,  or 
the  corporation  will  oe  dissolved.  It 
is  not  a  oomphanoe  irith  these  mxnri- 
sioDS  of  the  statute  for  the  stockhold- 
ers to  do  something  equwaienl  to  the 
payment  of  money,  by  contributing 

YOL.XXXI. 


property  of  equal  value  with  the 
amount  of  money  required  to  maks 
up  the  capital  stock  {id), 

roUNTY  COUBT. 

1.  Proceedings  instituted  in  the  court 
of  chancery  prior  to  1846,  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  committee  of  the  per- 
son and  estate  of  an  habitual  drunk* 
ard,  and  pending  at  the  time  the 
constitution  of  1846  went  into  eflbct^ 
by  force  of  that  constitution  became 
vested  in  the  supreme  courtj  and  not 
in  the  county  court.  Aecordmgly  hM 
that  where,  upon  proceedings  thus  in- 
stituted, the  county  court,  in  the  vear 
1862,  made  an  order  removing  from 
his  offlc^  the  committee  who  had  been 
appointed  by  the  court  of  chancery, 
and  appointing  another  person  as  such 
committee,  and  directing  a  sale  of  a 
portion  of  the  drunkard's  real  estate 
by  him,  and  all  subsequent  proceed- 
ings, including  a  deed  from  the  new 
committee  to  the  purchaser,  were  void 
{Bcriimer  agt.  Quotfrou^A  44  Barb. 

OOUNTY  JUDGE. 

1.  TThen  the  legislature  encated  that 
countv  judges,  when  not  holding  court, 
may  ao  whatever  acts  Judges  of  ihb 
court  of  common  pleas,  bemg  of  the 
degree  of  counsellors  of  the  supreme 
court  and  acting  as  supreme  court 
oommissioners,  could  do  on  the  12th 
of  ICay,  1847,  they  conferred  the 
power  on  county  judges  to  let  to  bail 
penons  charged  with  crime,  whether 
mdlcted  or  not,  in  all  cases  where  a 
lustioe  of  the  supreme  oonrt  can  let 
to  bail  And  coun^  judges,  though 
not  counsellors  of  tne  supreme  court, 
may  now  do  whatever  acts  supreme 
court  commissioners  might  perform, 

?ior  to  the  constitution  of  1^  {The 
eople  agt  HurBmU,  44  Barb,  126). 

2.  Hence  they  are  authorized  to  let 
criminals  to  bail,  though  the  latter  are 
indicted  for  crimes  not  cognizable  by 
the  courts  of  sessions  of  their  respec- 
tive counties.  And  the  certificate  of 
acknowledgment  of  a  county  judge  is 
entitted  to  oe  read  in  evidence,  or  re- 
corded, in  another  county!  without 
being  authenticated  by  the  deik  dT 
the  county  of  which  ti^^e  officer  is  judge; 
whether  such  judf  e  is  or  is  not  of  uie 
degree  of  counsellor  at  law  {Id), 


8.  "Where  a  person  charged  with  crime 
is  confined  in  a  county  jail,  the  county 
Judge  of  another  coun^  is  authorized 
to  ukke  the  acknowleagmeht  of  the 
execution  of  a  recognizance  by  the 
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prisoner's  sureties,  within  the  latter 
county,  in  order  that  the  recognizance 
may  be  sent  to  and  acknowledged  by 
the  prisoner,  and  he  be  let  to  bau 
(Id). 

OASES  COMMENTED  ON. 

L  The  case  of  Fy-eeman  agt.  ITi/e  Futton 
Insurance  Company  (11  Abb,  Pr.  B. 
808),  commented  on,  and  delared  to 
be  not  in  conflict  with  Qrosvenor  agt. 
The  Atlantic  Fire  Insurance  Oo.  (17 
N.  Y,  R,  891).  (jPHnJkagt.  The  Hamp- 
den Ineuranoe  Oompauy.  45  Barb, 
884). 

S.  The  case  of  OamplbeU  agt.  Adame  (88 
Barb.  182),  OTemded  {Sonde  agt 
Stoeetf  44  Barb.  108). 

8.  The  case  of  Be  Witt  afft  Barly  (17  i^. 
T.  jR.  840),  commentea  upon,  and  de- 
clared not  to  be  in  conflict  with  More- 
house agt  Mathews  (2  N.  Y.  R.  614). 
{Armstronf^  agt  SmUh,  44  Barb.  120). 

4.  The  cases  of  MarHn  agt  KnowOys 
(8  T.  R.  145),  and  Baker  act  WheeljBr 
(8  TT^nd.  505)i  commentednpon,  and 
distinguished  from  the  present  (.E^ 
toeS  agt  Bumside,  44  Barb.  448). 

5.  The  case  of  NOtis  a^t  JfcOom  (85 
Barb.  115),  so  far  as  it.  relates  to  the 
point  respecting  the  opinions  of  wit- 
nesses, overruled  (Armstrong  agt 
SmWi,  AA  Barb.Vtd). 

^  The  decision  in  ScoU  agt  Tyler  (14 
Bar&.  202),  overmled  {Baticrqfl  agt 
Wtnspear,  44  3ar6.  209). 

OOMMISSIONEB  OF  JUBOBS. 

1,  The  commissioner  of  jurors  in  the 
city  of  New  Tork,  is  not  a  judicial, 
but  a  ministerial  officer  ( The  Beqpie 
ex  reL  Livingston  agt  Taylor,  45 
Bar^.  129). 

See  Makdaxub. 


COMMISSIONS. 

L  Where  a  factor,  agent  or  broker,  mis- 
conducts himself  in  the  business  of 
his  agency,  so  that  his  services  have 
not,  oy  reason  of  his  misconduct^ 
negUgence  or  fraud,  been  of  any  ben- 
efit to  his  principal,  or  have  not 
proved  ae  benefidal  as  they  otherwise 
would,  but  for  his  misconduct,  he 
forfeits  his  right  to  commission.  But 
where  a  commission  merchant  in  ren- 
derinjg;  accounts  of  his  sales,  returned 
certam  sales  as  made  at  a  lov.*cr  rate 
than  appeared  on  his  books:  Held, 
that  altnough  the  principal  might  re- 


cover the  difllsrence  between  the 
amount  of  the  sales  actually  made 
and  those  retume^  yet  no  fniid  be- 
ing proved,  he  could  not  recover  ttie 
commissions  already  paid  and  allowed 
•  to  the  merchant  for  services  actaally 
performed  in  and  about  the  business 
iBoston  Oarpet  Ob.  agt  Joumeay,  1 
Baiy,  190). 

CONSIGNOB  AND  CONSIGNEE. 

1.  The  iSftct  that  the  consignee's  busi- 
ness address  wm  stated  in  the  biU  dT 
lading,  does  nol  oblige  the  shipper  to 
depart  from  his  known  and  usual 
place  of  delivery,  and  deliver  the  car- 
go at  a  pier  more  contiguous  to  the 
consignee's  place  of  busmess  ( West' 
em  iRransDortation  Oompauy  agt 
Hatdey,  1  Daly,  827). 

2.  Very  slight  evidence  that  a  person 
assuming  to  act  as  the  defendant's 
agent,  was  in  ftct  his  agent,  should 
suffice  to  allow  the  quesQon  to  go  to 
the  jury;  as  the  defendant  has  it  in 
his  power,  now  that  parties  may  be 
witnesses  in  their  own  case  to  show 
at  once  if  the  fact  were  otherwise,  and 
that  the  acts  of  the  agent  were  with- 
out his  knowledge  or  authority  (/d). 

2.  The  right  of  a  shipper  to  revoke  » 
consignment  after  tne  shipment  haa 
been  made,  and  abillof  ladms  signed, 
by  which  the  goods  are  deliverable 
to  a  consignee  By  name,  but  beftnre 
the  bill  of  lading  is  delivered  to  the 
consignee,  cannot  be  questioned 
either  on  principle  or  authority.  Un- 
til the  bill  of  lading  is  parted  with,  no 
title  to  the  property  passes  from  the 
owner  or  shipper,  nor  does  any  riffht 
to  the  possession  or  ownershipof  uie 
goods  vest  in  the  consignee  (Hauter' 
man  agt  Bock,  1  Daly,  866). 

4.  The  production  of  the  bill  of  lading 
by  plamtiffis,  the  possession  of  whi(£ 
they  had  never  parted  with,  proves 
conclusively  that  they  were  tne  ship- 
pers and  owners.  The  bill  is  regarded 
as  a  muniment  of  title  to  the  property 
described  in  it  {Id). 

5.  Goods  in  public  stores  awaiting  Cke 
completion  of  their  entry  at  the  cus- 
tom house,  by  the  pavment  of  the 
duties,  are  to  be  deemea  still  in  &af^ 
situ  {Id). 


COUBT  OF  GENEBAL 


:iD^:';ui 


1.  The  act  of  1859  authorizes  the  court 
of  general  sessions  in  the  city  and 
county  of  New  York  to  continue  in 
session  beyond  the  third  week  frt>m 
Its  commencement,  which  was  the 
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original  limit  eetablished  by  law  (f^- 
ris  ftgt.  The  People,  ante,  140,  Oowt 
qf  Appeals), 

S.  Sanity  is  presamed  to  be  the  normal 
state  of  tne  human  mind,  and  it  is 
neTer  incumbent  upon  the  proseou- 
tion  to  give  afiSnnattye  evidenoe  that 
such  state  exists  in  a  particular  case 
(Id). 

8*  Where  an  irregularity  occurs  in  the 
drawing  of  a  panel  of  Jurors  for  a 
court  of  general  sessions,  which 
works  no  injury  or  prejudice  to  a  de- 
fSndant  who  is  tried  ana  conyicted  by 
such  jury,  a  new  trial  will  not  be 
granted  on  the  ground  of  such  irreg- 
ularity {Id), 

DAMAGES. 

1.  The  finding  of  a  jury  on  a  question 
of  fftct,  upon  which  there  is  conflicting 
evidence,  is  conclusiTe,  and  cannot, 
except  in  extreme  cases,  be  reviewed 
on  appeal  (JDeofcer  agt  Myers,  ante, 
(872). 

S.  A  pariy  cannot  make  his  own  decla- 
rations evidence  in  his  own  favor, 
where  they  are  not  called  for  by,  or 
are  not  in  response  to  anything  said 
by  the  opposite  party  {Id). 

8.  The  admission  of  imj^roper  testimony 
upon  a  material  issue  is  not  a  technical 
error,  and  cannot  be  disregarded, 
though  there  may  be  upon  the  same 
quesnon  other  competent  and  suffl- 
aent  evidence.  The  court  cannot  say 
that  the  lury  were  not  influenced  by 
the  illegal  testimony  {Id). 

i.  The  legal  rule  or  measure  of  damages 
for  a  breach  <rf  warranty  of  property 
sold,  is  the  difference  between  the 
value  of  the  property  as  it  really  was, 
and  what  its  value  would  have  been 
had  it  corresponded  with  the  warranty 

{Id). 

S.  The  question  to  the  witnesses,  **what 
is  the  difference  in  value?"  was  im- 
proper and  inadmissible.  In  this  form 
&  t&ded  to  elicit,  and  required  or  ad- 
mitted the  opinion  of  the  witnesses 
upon  the  rule  or  measure  of  damages, 
and  upon  the  amount  of  the  damages 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover. 

■  A  wimess  cannot  thus  be  put  directiy 
in  the  place  of  the  court  and  the  jury 
Id). 

ft.  The  value  of  property  may  be  proved 
by  the  opinion  of  witnesses  who  are 
wen  acquainted  with  the  value  of  snn- 
ilar  property;  but  its  difference  m 
value  in  one  condition,  and  in  another, 
oannotbeso  shown,  being  a  conclu- 


sion of  the  witness  upon  a  mixed  ques- 
tion of  law  and  H^A.  He  may  give 
his  opinion  of  the  value  of  the  pro- 
perty in  one  condition,  and  its  value 
m  another;  but  he  should  first  state 
the  facts  within  his  knowledge  upon 
which  he  founds  his  valuation,  to  en- 
able the  jury  to  appreciate  his  esti- 
mate, and  the  jury  should  be  left  to 
draw  tiieir  own  conclusion  as  to  the 
difference  of  vaJue  (Id). 

7.  NeBis  agt.  MoOam  (86  Barb.  116). 
and  ffarpending  agt.  ShoemaJcer  (87 
Barb.  270),  as  to  the  admissibility  of 
opinion  on  the  question  of  damages, 
are  in  conflict  with  the  long  series  ox 
adjutlged  cases  on  the  subject  {Id). 

8.  The  objection  to  the  inotdry  hi  rela- 
tion to  the  difference  or  yalue,  was 
suffidentiy  specific  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion, whewer  the  opinion  of  the  wit- 
nesses was  admissible,  and  it  was  not 
necessary  to  have  repeated  the  ob- 
jection to  the  similar  inquiry  of  the 
witness  Allen  Miller,  it  having  been 
interposed  to  the  question  to  the  next 
previous  witness,  and  overruled  by 
&e  justice  {Id). 

9.  The  amount  of  damaffes  recoverable 
in  an  action  brought  lor  a  sum  fixed 
by  agreement  as  hquidated  damages, 
may  be  reduced,  by  proving  that  a 
certain  portion  of  the  consideration 
expressed  in  the  agreement  has  not 
been  paid.  For  sucn  nortion  the  de- 
fendant has  a  cause  of  action  arising 
out  of  the  same  tiransaction^  and  may 
set  it  off  against  the  plaintiff's  chdm 
for  damages  {Baker  agt.  CbnneU,  1 
Daly,  469). 

10.  Bule  ot  between  assiffnee  of  pro- 
perty ana  creditors  of  the  assignor, 

.  where  they  levied  upon  the  property, 
Ac.,  and  tne  jury  found  for  the  atoign- 
ee  {Bobbins  agt.  Fiix,  83  IT.  Y.  Skp. 
420). 

DEATH  BT  WBONGFUL  ACT,  &0. 

1.  Our  statutes  of  1847  {ahap.  460).  and 
1849  {chap.  266),  by  giving  to  the  wife 
and  next  of  km  of  a  person  whose 
death  shall  have  been  caused  by  the 
wrongful  act,  neglect  or  defiiult  of 
another,  a  right  or  action  to  recover 
damages  therefor,  in  effect,  declare  a 
right  m  the  life  of  a  person  to  exist  in 
his  wife  and  next  of  kin,  and  make 
the  wrongful  act,  neglect  or  default 
by  which  his  death  shall  be  occasioned, 
tortious  as  to  them  {Mahler  agt.  TJie 
Norwich  and  New  York  TransportOr 
(ion  Ob.  46  Barb.  226). 

a.  Such  act,  neglect  or  default  has  no 
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such  chuvctar,  in  the  ftbaenoe  of  the 
aUtutSB  ;  and  u  tots  oompliined  of 
as  tortious  moat  be  aadi  at  the  place 
of  commisBlon,  an  action  cannot  be 
maintained  b;  an  administrator,  un- 
der the  statntes,  if  tbe  death  of  tlie 
inteatate,  and  the  n^ligenee  cannuR 
It,  occurred  in  the  open  sea,  Iwyono 
the  tamtorial  limlta  of  the  state  of 
New  Yorli ;  for  there  our  elatnlea  bare 

B>  The  fiitber,  as  adininiEtrator  of  hia 
Infant  son,  decowed,  maj  maintain  an 
action  tbr  damagee  occaoioned  by 
eaoBing  the  death  of  aach  inlknt  by 
the  VTCoigfal  act,  neglect  and  debraU 
-f  the   defer-"— '      "-    --""-   " 


plaintifl 
It  is  ni 


IT  the  itatate, 

, 3  that  tha  do- 

oeased  shonld  leave  him  aorviving, 
"  a  widow  and  next  of  Idn  "  {llcMalum 
ast.  Mayor,  <to.  Hfea  Ttrrk,  S3  JIT.  F. 

DEBTOB  ASD  OBEDITOB. 


n  agreenieut 


property  b;  a  bill  o 

same  time  V.  eiocate* . 

bj  which  he  covenanted  mth  0. 
take  the  proportj  and  pa;  certi 
debts  of  0.  fint,  and  other  debts 
proportion  to  Uie  amoimt  of  funds 
resliEedtn:m  s  sale  of  the  pi 
and  rBmaining  after  paying 

rferred   debts'    NotbinK    was  paid 
V.  notwitliBtaiiding  ffif  — ' ' 

edgment  of  the  ceoeipt  of  thi 

C;o  in  the  paperH|  but  V.  n 
of  a  pBrtDorBtip  flrin  which  was 
creditor  ot  O.  uid  tbe  debt  wsa  to  b„ 
amone  the  flrat  paid.     After  the  sp- 
I  of  the  proceeds  of  the  aalea 


Wpaid  oyer  U 


II  the  debts  of  0- 
nu  to  be  retnmed 
n :  ff^  that  the 

,  — „ , — d  agreemeat  mnst 

be  read  and  constraed  tosether,  as  if 
Uie  whole  were  contained  in  one  iu- 
Btmment;  and  that  read  and  con- 
gtmed  In  that  manner,  they  coniitj- 
tnted  an  assignment  in  trast  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  and  must  be  bo 
regarded  in  law,  notwithstanding  the 
ftinn  of  words  iiaod  in  the  several 
instmmento  ( Van  Tteel  agt.  ^luon, 
iG  Sari.  S17). 

S.  Section  two  of  Uie  act  of  1B60,  re- 
epoctlng  asaigniaents  for  the  iMneflt 
c^  creditorB,  reqniiiiie  an  assignor, 
within  twenty  days  after  the  date  of 
an  aseigiunent,  to  make  and  deUver 
to  the  county  Judge  an  inventory  of 
hja  debts  and  assets,  snd  section  three, 
i«qaiilng  the  Mslgnee,  within  tbirt; 


days  after  the  dat«  of  tlie  aa^gnment, 
to  give  a  bond,  oondilaimed  b>T  the 

faithful  discharge  of  hia  datiea,  are 


I.  f  By  haa  In  his  bands, 

oi  of  another,  with  no> 

tir  of  tadgment  oredit- 

oi  indgment  debton, 

hi  he  bu  aoqnired  in 

hi  oii>ey,otfnTiolat«m 

of  leb,  ■  ooort  of  eqoi^ 

wi  (he  indgment  crerf- 

ib  pecoliarlmst  which 

tb  [Kiu  mch  a  state  of 

fa  Ft.  Orttne,  iB  Barb. 
dSS). 

L.  Where  a  creditor  alaims  a  larger  Bom 
to  be  dne  to  him  Ihui  the  debtor  ad- 
mits, Imt  regards  the  matter  as  open 
fbr  nuoUation,  and  after  some  dlacaa- 
■ion,  he  Anally  yields  to  the  debtoea 
claim,  and  anvM  to  accept  a  Irmnrr 
snm,  and  takee  a  promiBaoiy  ooto 
tkom  the  debtor,  for  that  amount,  he 
will  be  bound  by  Uie  settlement ;  es- 
pecially in  a  can  wtiere  he  does  not 
aak  for  a  reformation  of  the  instru- 
the  ground  of  mistake,  and 

JL.     ..   ... ^     yjg 


for 

Barb.i 


tthe  e 


int    (Foaea  agL    Jonen,   H 


S.  Where  three  aaajgnoienis  of  . 
and  acoonnts  were  eiecnted  at  ^ 
ent  dates,  by  debtoiv,  to  a  creditco-, 
to  secure  tbe  payment  of  sepanl« 
debts  iocurred  at  diaerent  times,  it 


if  twenty  per  cent  fbr 
r  assigned  acoonnts, 
--"  bDlB  of  a. 


anoh  void  beoanse  they  did  not  pro- 
vide for  pa^g  all  the  debte  ofHbe 
asBigQorsl  Wynkoop  agt.  ShardUra,  U 

6.  A  oommisaion  ol 
the  oolleotion  o" 

conaisting  of  small  bills  of  acoonntl 
which  cBused  mneh  trouble  and  loss  of 

time  in  their  a 

sonable  [Id). 


of  creditora,  contains  proviaiona  which 
are  calculated,  per  te,  to  hinder,  delay 
ordefrand  DrecFitors,  the  ftsnd  mnst 
be  passed  npon  as  a  question  of  fbct. 
Bnt  if  the  necessary  eonseqnenoes  rf 
a  eonoeded  transaction  is  the  defrsnd- 
ing  of  another,  the  transactiiin  itself 
U  conclualre  evidanoe  of  a  fratidalent 
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inteni,  inAsinach  as  a  party  moat  be 
presamed  to  have  intended  the  ne- 
oeasaiT  consequenoes  of  his  own  act. 
And  if  in  sach  case,  against  sach  eii- 
denoe.  a  jury  or  referee  should  find 
that  there  was  no  frand,  it  would  be- 
come the  daty  of  the  court  to  set 
aside  the  finding  {Kavanagh  agt. 
BeckutOh,  4A  Barb.  192). 

8.  And  where  an  assignment  on  its  face 
shows  that  it  must  nece$9caHy  have 
the  efliBct  of  defrauding  the  creditors 
of  the  assignor,  it  is  oondusiye  eri- 
denoe  of  a  firandulant  intent,  and  is 
Toid,  and  the  same  rule  should  pre- 
Tail  m  cases  where  extrintio  facts  and 
circumstances,  admitted  by  the  par- 
ties, or  estabushed  by  the  eyidenoe 
without  dispute  or  explanation,  make 
the  assignment  necesicanly  fraudulent 
according  to  the  law  of  the  case  {Id), 

9.  An  over  statement  of  the  amounts  of 
certain  preferred  debts  will  not  render 
an  assigriment  TteceasarUy  fraudulent 
The  assignees  are  not  bound  to  pay 
the  debts  at  the  amounts  therein  spe- 
cified. They  are  bound  to  pay  the 
debts  at  the^ust  amounts^  and  noth- 
ing more.  They  may  require  proof  as 
to  the  amounts,  and  it  is  their  duty  to 
do  so,  if  they  have  reason  to  beheve 
the  amounts  are  not  correctly  stated, 
hi  the  assignment  {Id). 

DECLABATIONS. 

L  The  plaintiff  haying  made  a  propoei- 
sition  to  the  defendant,  to  do  certain 
work  and  labor  upon  a  building  which 
the  latter  was  erecting,  the  defendant 
told  him  to  go  and  see  B.  the  con- 
tractor, about  it  He  did  so,  and  B. 
employed  him  to  do  the  work.  There 
being  some  eyidence  to  show  B.*8 
agency  for  the  defendant :  Held,  that 
proof  of  declarations  made  by  B.  in 
making  the  contract  with  the  plain- 
tiff  was  admissible  eyidence  axainst 
the  defendant)  the  dedarationa  oeing 
those  of  an  agent,  relating  to  the  sub- 
ject matter  of  his  agency  {Fiemiug 
agt  amUh,  ilk  Bwi),  £4). 

DEED. 

1.  Where  a  grantor,  at  the  timeof  exe- 
cuting a  conyeyance  of  land,  has  no 
legal  title  to  the  land,  but  has  merely 
an  equitable  title  or  mterest  therein, 
and  he  afterwards  acauires  the  legal 
title^  he  takes  and  holds  such  title  in 
eqmiy,  in  trust  for  such  prior  grant- 
ees (2)oy2e  agt  ThePeeHesaFetroieum 
Company,  A  Barb.  289). 

3.  If  he  conyeys  the  legal  title  to  other 
grantees,  without  the  authority  and 


consent  of  those  to  whom  he  has  pre- 
yiously  oonyeyed  the  land,  so  fur  as 
the  interests  of  the  latter  are  con- 
cerned, the  subsequent  grantees, 
taking  their  conyeyance  with  knowl- 
edge of  the  trust  and  of  the  equities 
of  the  narties  interested  in  the  prem- 
ises, wul  be  deemed  substited  m  the 
plaoe  of  the  grantor  as  the  trustees 
of  the  title  for  the  prior  grantees,  and 
will  be  compelled  to  execute  the  irust 
hj  oonyeying  to  them,  respectiyely, 
their  proportionate  interests  in  the 
land.  But  if  the  subsequent  conyey- 
ance is  executed  under  the  authority, 
and  at  the  request  of  the  prior  grant- 
ees, the  subsequent  grantees  wul  re* 
ceiye  it  free  from  all  orusts  attaching 
to  the  land,  arising  from  the  acts  or 
the  grantor  (id). 

3.  A  deliyery  always  implies  an  accept- 
ance by  the  person  to  whom  the  oe- 
liye^ismade;  and  although  where  a 
deed  or  mortgage,  or  an  instrument 
purporting  to  be  such,  is  properly  ac- 
knowledged and  recorded,  the  pre- 
sumption is  that  it  has  been  duly  de- 
liyered  to  the  jgrsutee  or  mortgagee, 
and  that  it  is,  m  legal  effect,  what  by 
the  record  it  purports  to  be;  yet  sucn 
presumption  is  only  prima /ocie,  and 
may  be  rebutted  by  parol  or  other  ey- 
idence, and  shown  to  hayeneyer  been 

'  deliyered,  or  for  any  other  reason  to 
possess  no  legal  existence  or  yaliditj 
( TftZsey  agt  I>enniM,  ii  Barb.  354). 

4.  Where  a  statute  authorized  trusts  of 
property  to  be  created  for  the  benefit 
of  persons  owning  or  occupying  mill 
priyileges  on  a  panicular  stream,  and 
declared  that  the  legal  title  and  estate 
of  any  property  so  held  in  trust  should 
be  yested  in  the  trustees,  "to  be 
named  in  the  conyeyances  or  declara- 
tions of  trust"  and  in  those  who 
should,  from  time  to  time,  be  substi- 
tuted or  designated  as  trustees,  in  the 
manner  to  be  proyided  in  sucn  con- 
yeyance :  Seuif  that  a  deed  of  land 
wmch  the  association  represented  by 
the  trustees  had  purchased  and  paid 
for,  and  of  which  it  was  in  possession, 
to  "  the  trustees  ""of  the  association, 
and  their  successors  in  office,  without 
naming  any  such  persons  as  trustees, 
was  not  absolutely  yoid  in  a  case 
where  the  controyersy  did  not  arise 
directly  with  an  indiyidual  contesting 
the  tiue  of  the  ffrantees;  although  it 
did  not  name  the  trustees,  ana  al- 
though there  was  no  proyision  in  the 

^deod,  or  in  any  dedrntion  of  trust 
as  to  the  manner  in  which  persons 
should  be,  from  time  to  time,  substi- 
tuted or  dedgnated  as  trustees  {The 
T)roy  Iron  and  NaU  Factory  agt 
Oonwnig^  45  Barb.  281). 
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5.  Ifeid,  cUso,  that  the  deed  miutbe  oon- 
aidered  and  interpreted  in  connection 
with  the  statnte,  and  the  articles  of 
association  showine  the  character  of 
the  tmst  intendeo,  and  appointing 
trustees  to  carry  out  the  pnrposes  ana 
objects  designed  to  beelFed^ed  {Id), 

DEFENSE. 

i.  The  149th  section  of  the  Oode  re- 
quires the  defendant  to  deny  in  his 
answer  only  such  allegations  in  the 
complaint  as  he  intends  to  oon^x>yert 
{NeweU  agt.  IMy,^  JV.  T,  J2.  83). 

3.  A  defendant  cannot  defeat  a  reoOTery 
by  setting  np  an  outstanding  rifi^ht  in 
a  third  party,  who  acquiesces  m  the 
title  of  the  plainti£  A  conveyance 
under  a  decree  of  foreclosure,  ddT  pre- 
mises not  embraced  in  the  sale,  does 
not  pass  the  title,  though  the  premi- 
ses were  embraced  in  the  decree.  A 
manifest  mistake  in  a  decree,  by 
words  of  misdescription,  when  the 
premiises  are  otherwise  sufSciently 
identified  and  described  on  the  face  of 
a  decree,  does  not  prejudice  the 
rights  or  the  parties,  the  words 
or  misdescription  Doing  mere  surplus- 
age {Laverty  agt  Moore,  88  if.  T.  JL 


0. 


DEYIHE. 


1.  It  seems  that  a  devise  of  real  estate 
universal  in  its  terms,  would  carry 
after-acquired  lands,  without  any  lan- 
guage pointing  to  the  period  of  the 
testators  death.  But  in  the  absence 
of  unlimited  terms  in  the  will,-  there 
must  be  language  which  will  enable 
the  court  to  see  that  the  testator  in- 
tended to  operate  upon  real  estate 
which  he  should  afterwards  purchase 
{Lyons  agt.  Tbvmsendy  83  Jr.  T.  M. 
558). 

2.  A  declaration  in  the  will  that  be  "ap- 
points his  executors  for  the  full  and 
final  settlement  of  his  estate,  whether 
real  or  personal"-~where  he  possessed 
real  estote  at  the  time  of  making  the 
will— is  not  to  be  deemed  a  sufficient 
indication  of  his  intention  that  the 
will  should  operate  upon  real  estate 
subsequently  acquired  (Id), 

DISC07ERY  (TTTLB), 

1.  Individuals  cannot  obtain  the  right 
to  the  exclusive  possession  of  islands 
in  the  sea,  bv  virtue  of  discovery,  ir- 
respective or  the  act  of  congress, 
passed  in  August,  1856  ( The  American 
Guano  Co,  agt.  The  UnUed  StaUsa  Ghir 
ano  Co,  44  Barb,  23). 


2.  Islands  newly  discovered  by  its  citi- 
zens, belong  to  the  United  States; 
and  until  some  exclusive  rights  are 
obtained,  in  pursuance  of  the  provi- 
sions of  that  statute,  all  the  citizens 
of  the  United  States  possess  equal 
rights  to  go  there.  But  where  the 
piaintifBB,  whfle  an  island,  remained 
m  an  unoccupied  condition,  by  their 
agents  went  upon  it,  and  expended 
money  in  erectmg  works  and  making 
improvements,  and  mining  guano, 
which  they  conveyed  to  the  shore : 
Hdd,  that  they  were  entitled  to  be 
protected  in  the  enjoyment  of  such 
property,  and  in  possession  of  the  gu- 
ano so  mined  (/a). 

3.  One  who  acting  upon  information  ob- 
tained from  another  of  the  existence 
of  a  guano  island  discovered  by  the 
latter,  takes  the  first  actual  poeseeeion 
thereof^  cannot  claim  an  exclusive  ti- 
tle as  discoverer,  under  the  act  of 
confess  of  August,  1856,  even  as 
agamst  third  persons  {Id),     , 

DIS007EBY  OF  BOOKS    AND   PA- 

FEBS. 

1.  An  application  for  discovery  of  books 
and  papers,  must  specially  state  what 
information  is  wanted,  and  that  the 
books  or  papers  referred  to,  contain 
such  entnes.  And  this  must  be  sta- 
ted upon  positive  affirmation,  and  not 
on  mere  information  and  belie! 
It  is  not  enough  to  dispense  with  this 
positive  oath,  that  the  party  is  absent 
(TTa&eragt  The  GranUe  Bank^  44 
Barb.SQ), 

2.  An  order  directing  not  only  the  de- 
posit of  certain  specified  books  for  the 
period  of  five  years,  but  also  "  all 
other  books  of  the  defendants  which 
contain  anjr  accounts  or  entries  show- 
ing," Ac,  is  extending  the  right  of  a 
partv  to  examine  his  adversarjrs  books 
mucn  beyond  what  was  contemplated 
by  the  law,  or  what  has  been  sano- 
tioned  by  the  courts  {Id), 

8.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
an  alleged  libol,  published  in  a  news- 

Saper,  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled,  nn- 
er  the  provisions  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes,  or  the  rules  of  court,  to  a 
discovery  of  the  books  and  papers  of 
the  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
abling him  to  prepare  nia  oomplunlL 
and  to  insert  therein  tiie  names  of 
real  defendants  in  place  of  certain 
fictitious  names  contained  in  the  sum- 
mons {Opdyke  iskgt.  Marble.  44  Barb, 
64). 

4.  Where  there  is  nothing  in  the  moving 
papers  showing  what  entry  exists  in 
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the  books,  ^.,  of  which  a  diooovery 
is  Boaght  that  would  discloee  the 
names  of  those  whom  the  plaintiff 
might  desire  to  Join  as  parties  de- 
fendants;  but  the  plaintiff  merely 
swears  that  he  is  iniormed  and  be- 
lieves that  the  books,  &c.,  wiU  show, 
Ac.,  this  will  not  be  deemed  sufi&cient. 
Parties  are  not  allowed  iofish  for  evi- 
dence in  the  private  books  of  account 
of  others  who  are  parties  to  an  action 
npon  a  simple  gness  that  there  maybe 
some  entry  that  will  help  their  case 
ild). 

5,  Where  it  appears  upon  the  moving 
papers,  that  the  books,  Ac,  of  which 
a  cuseovery  is  sought,  belong  to  a  cor^ 
poration,  and  not  to  the  parties  who 
are  defendants  in  the  action,  the  lat- 
ter having  no  control  over  them  ex- 
cept as  agents  of  the  corporation,  a 
discovery  will  not  be  granted,  al- 
though the  plaintiff  alleges  that  the 
corpOTaMon  is  a  sham  {la). 

*  I)ISTR£a& 

1.  The  right  to  distrain  for  whar&ge, 
was  not  taken  away  bv  the  act  of  1846, 
abolishing  distress  for  rent,  nor  by 
the  act  of  iseo,  "in  relation  to  the 
rates  of  wharfiige,"  Ac.  The  refer- 
orence  in  the  laoer  act,  to  section  207 
of  the  act  of  April  9th,  1818,  is  clearly 
a  mistake,  and  the  statute  bemg  a  re- 
medial one,  will  be  oonstmed  as  a  ref- 
erence to  section  217  of  the  same  act 
(Mangum  agt.  FarriugUmi  1  Jkdy, 
236). 

BIBTBICT  C0UBT8. 

1«  The  statute  is  imperative,  that  when 
it  appears  upon  the  trial  m  a  district 
court,  that  me  plaintiff  is  not  a  resi- 
dent, and  has  filed  no  security,  the 
complaint  must  be  dismissed.  And 
it  does  not  alter  the  rule  that  the  fact 
of  uon-reaidenoe  and  failure  to  file 
security,  appear  for  the  first  time  up- 
on a  now  trial,  ordered  by  the  appel- 
late court  {Dean  agt.  Ckinnon,  1  l)aly, 

S.  An  order  for  a  new  ixial  imposes  no 
duty  on  the  court  below,  inconsistent 
with,  or  restrictive  ofL  any  of  its 
powers.  The  case  is  to  be  heard  and 
decided,  on  a  new  trial,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  the  trial  were  an  origi- 
nal one  (Id), 

8.  The  appeal  fipom  the  district  court 
of  the  city  of  New  York  is  to  the  gen- 
eral term  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas,  in  that  city,  and  the  provision 
of  the  act  of  1869^  authorizmg  a  re- 


trial of  cases  tried  iu  a  Justice's  court 
in  a  county  court,  does  not  apply  to 
the  city  of  New  York  {MoIOienny  %gL 
Waasorij  1  Dalyj  285). 

6.  Where  the  Justice  of  a  district  court 
renders  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on 
conflicting  evidence,  the  appellate 
court  will  assume  in  respect  to  every 
point  on  which  the  testimony  waa 
conflicting,  that  the  Justice  found  in 
fikvor  of  the  plainiib  {Jkiyton  agt. 
Bouiandf  1  Daly,  446). 

DOMICIL. 

1.  A  married  man  having  his  funHy 
fixed  in  one  place,  but  doing  business 
at  another,  is  deemed  to  have  his  re»- 
idenoeattne  former,  and  while  his 
family  so  remain  fixed,  he  cannot  ac- 
quire a  residence  elsewhere  {lUjberti 
t^  Methodist  Book  Ooneem,  1  JkUy, 
IS). 

2.  Although  by  reason  of  a  prolonged 
absence  firom  the  state,  a  party  might 
be  proceeded  against  oy  attachment, 
at  the  instance  of  a  creditor,  yet  ha 
may  be  deemed  a  resident  of  Hob 
state  for  all  other  purposes.  Thus^ 
where  a  plaintiff  had  been  absent 
from  the  state  for  more  than  two 
years,  on  business,  but  his  wife  and 
minor  child  continued  to  reside  here : 
Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  such  % 
non-resident  as  that  the  court  would 
compel  him  to  file  security  for  costi 
{Id). 

DOWER. 

1.  The  courts  of  this  state  have  nojtik' 
riediotion  over  lands  in  this  state  pur- 
chased by  the  United  States  with  tiis 
consent  of  and  ceded  by  the  state,  for 
the  erection  of  post-offices,  custom 
houses,  court  rooms,  forts,  magazines, 
arsenals,  dock  yards  and  other  need- 
ftil  builcungs  iiHbUe  agt.  Clapp,  atUe^ 
420). 

2.  Oongrese  is  vested  with  iSbe  same  ex- 
clusive Jurisdiction  over  such  places 
as  it  possesses  over  the  District  oi 
CohmiDia,  and  the  same  results  follow. 
Consequently  the  inhabitants  of  such 
places,  cu^vhXiy  dweUina  ihereiu,  are 
not  entitled  to  the  exercise  of  <^e  ele(y 
tive  franchise  at  state  elections,  nor  to 
the  other  political  privfleges  exdu* 
sively  belonging  to  the  citizens  of  ttid 
state  {Id). 

8.  Nor  have  the  courts  of  this  state  Jn« 
risdiction  of  an  action  of  qfeolmerU  to 
recover  dower  in  such  lands,  where 
the  land  was  purchased  by  the  United 
States  from  tne  husband  of  the  claim- 
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aat,  and  ceded  br  the  state,  while  he 
was  living,  and  tee  riffht  of  dower  of 
the  wife  was  inohoaU  (Id). 

I.  JR  aeems.  that  the  act  of  the  legisla- 
tore  of  tms  state,  giving  the  consent 
and  ceding  the  lands  to  the  United 
8tatee,  after  such  porohase,  vested  the 
foe  of  the  lokoiepremiaeB  in  the  United 
States,  free  frcia  any  claim  of  dower 
{Id). 

B.  An  equUdble  acHonfor  (he  adnheamtr- 
mad  cf  doujef ,  is  sustainable  under 
the  Code.  Courts  of  equity  have  al- 
ways had  Juris«iiction,  concurrently 
with  courts  of  law  in  such  actions 
{Brown  agt.  Brcwn^  ante,  481). 

!•  If  it  be  also  an  action  of  i^eolnient 
for  the  recoveiy  of  dower,  there  is  no 
difficulty  in  the  junction  of  the  two. 
Oourts  of  equity  nave  always  admin- 
istered other  equities  in  conjunction 
with  such  admeasurement  (la), 

y.  But  afl  the  boundaries  of  jurisdidacn 
and  distinction,  between  causes  of  ac- 
tion as  legal  or  equitable  being  re- 
moved, there  seems  no  reason,  why 
an  the  relief  to  which  the  plaintiif  is 
entitled  should  not  be  given  in  one 
aeUon  {Id), 

8.  In  an  action  to  recover  dower,  where 
the  court  adjudge  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  dower,  it  may  appoint  a 
rtferee  to  admeueure  the  fiavni^ff^s 
doieer,  and  assess  her  damages  hu  toss 
of  rents  and  proJUs,  instead  of  the 
three  freeholders  iormerlv  required  in 
an  action  of  g'ectmentfor  dower.  (2 
J2.  &  312,  § 48,  Mi5.  1;  Id.p,  810,  §§ 

Wto^7i)oTtkspecialpemon{Id,m, 
§10).    (Id.) 

t.  Where  a  r^eree  is  appointed  for  the 

Surpoee  of  admeasuring  and  assigning 
ower^  &a,  the  defendant  waives  every 
objection,  except  a  want  of  Jurisdic- 
tion, and  even  a  right  qf  appeal  from 
the  order  of  reference,  by  litigating 
before  the  referee  witibout  such  appeaL 
and  by  filing  exceptions  to  the  report 


10.  On 


ers.  should  be  disregarded,  as  not  af- 
fecting the  BubstanBal  rights  of  the 
defendant  {Id). 

XL  A  plaintiff/is  entitled  as  dower,  to 
one-third  at  the  land  according  to  Us 
value  tit  the  time  qf  its  alienaSon  by 
the  husband ;  and  is  not  to  be  allowed 
for  any  increase  in  value  since,  or  any 
imprcvements.  But  the  improvements 
may  be  assigned  as  a  part  of  the  dower 
provided  they  are  not  taken  into  ao- 


count  in  admeasuring  the  dower ;  al- 
though if  an  awrignment  be  otherwise 
pracQcable  they  are  not  to  be  inotiided 

12.  Where  a  referee  has  exerdsed  his 
discretion  In  tsslgniiig  improeetnenU 
as  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  dower,  which 
dedsion  has  been  passed  upon  by  a 
judge  at  special  t^m.  such  decisinm 
should  not  be  disturbed  on  capeal 
{Id).  ^'^ 

18.  In  this  case  the  taxes  before  the  sis 
years  to  which  the  inqninr  of  valaatUm 
of  premises,  Ac,  was  mnited,  weie 
properly  excluded  b^  the  referee,  as 
was  also  the  rate  paid  for  the  use  of 
Oroton  toaier  by  the  defendant.  Also 
any  amount  paid  for  omofneutal  teork 
or  repairs  to  the  additions  or  trnptvoe- 
ni«n(f  was  properly  excluded  {Id). 

14.  A  widow,  after  her  quarantine  of 
thirty  days  has  expired,  has  no  right 
to  the  possession  of  premises  of  winch 
her  husband  died  seized,  and  no  right 
to  enter  thereon  for  her  dower  b^re 
it  has  been  assigned  to  her  (Obroif 
agt.  The  People,  &  Barb.  863). 

15.  B.  &  B.  having  a  contract  from  W. 
and  others,  for  the  purchase  of  a  lot 
of  land  upon  which  thoy  had  paid  a 
part  of  the  purchase  money,  agreed 
oya  contract  in  writing,  dateo^Sep- 
tember  27;  1828,  to  sell  and  convey 
said  lot  to  H.  by  deed,  on  or  before 
the  1st  of  January  then  next  H.  was 
to  pay  1610  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deedL  andgive  a  bond  con- 
ditioned to  pay  B.&B  $1,865  in  seven 
annual  payments  ih>m  the  said  iBt  of 
January,  with  a  mortgage  to  them  on 
the  land,  as  seouri^  ior  the  bond.  It 
was  arranged  that  W.  and  others 
should  convey  directly  to  M.,  they  r^ 
ceiving  from  K.  whatever  was  due  to 
them  from  B.  k  B.  The  deed  was 
made  out  and  dated  December  29. 

1828.  was  acknowledged  by  the  agent 
of  0.  A  U.  two  of  the  grrantors,  on  the 
same  day.  and  by  W.  the  other  grant- 
or, December  81.  It  was  put  on  record 
in  the  proper  clerk's  office  Jannary  2, 

1829,  at  9  o'clock  a.  h.  The  mort- 
gage, dated  January  2.  was  acknowl- 
edged the  same  day  and  put  on  recoid 
atlO  o'clock  of  the  same  day :  Mdd, 
that  the  giving  c^  the  deed  and  taJdng 
of  the  mortgage  were  one  transaction; 
and  that  the  two  conveyances  were  to 
be  considered  as  executed  at  the  same 
time,  within  the  spirit  and  intent  of 
the  statute  relatiTC  to  dower  in  lands 
mortgaged  for  the  purchase  money. 
And  tnat  consequently  the  widow  at 
M.  was  not  entitled  to  dower  in  the 
premises :  Edd^  alsOf  that  the  mort- 
gage having  been  given  for  a  part  of 


HEW  TOBK  FBiOTICJE  BEPOBTB. 


658 


Pig«st 


the  TOirdiMe  moner  of  the  premiaet. 
the  not  that  the  deed  was  executed 
hy  W.  and  others,  and  not  by  B.  &  B. 
the  mortgaffeee,  did  not  affect  that 
oneetion  {MoQawan  agt.  Smith,  H 

16.  A  widow's  estate  !n  dower  is  &vored 
in  the  law,  and  proceedings  having  in 
view  its  enforcement  or  establishment 
shonld  be  encouraged,  rather  than 
defeated  {Matter  qfsipperiy,  44  Barb. 
870). 

17.  She  may  therefore  apply  by  petition 
for  the  appointment  of  commissioners 
to  admeasure  her  dower,  notwith- 
standing a  partition  suit  has  been 
commenced,  for  the  partition  of  the 
premises  in  which  dower  is  claimed, 
to  which  suit  she  is  a  party  {Id). 

18.  The  fust  that  a  partition  suit  has 
been  already  commenced,  and  by  it 
the  court  has  obtained  junsdiction  of 
the  widow's  rights  andmtereets  in  the 
premises,  is  no  reason  for  preventing 
ner  from  acauiiing  a  better  and  supe- 
rior title.  If,  in  the  race  of  diligence, 
she  can  procure  the  admeasurement 
of  her  dower  before  the  partition  pro- 
ceedings are  ripe  for  a  decree  of  sale. 
she  is  legally  entitled  to  the  frmts  of 
soeh  diligence  {Id). 

EQUITABLE  OONYERSION. 

1.  It  isa  rule  in  equi^,  aristog  teom  the 
docUine  of  equitable  conversion,  that 
when  land  is  taken  for  public  use  for 
canals,  railroads,  streets  or  otherwise, 
the  money  awarded  for  such  land  re- 
mains, and  is  to  be  considered  as  land, 
in  respect  to  all  rights  and  interests 
relating  thereto  {Batik  qf  Aufnam  agt. 
MoberS,  46  Barb.  407). 

1.  The  money  in  such  cases,  is  deemed 
to  represent  the  land,  and  is  applied 
in  equity  to  discharge  the  liens  upon 
it,  precisely  in  accordance  with  the 
legal  or  equitable  rights  of  creditors 
or  incumbrancers  in  respect  to  such 
land  {Id). 

SQurrr. 

1.  Wheie  a  plaintifT  fiuls  in  obtaining 
the  relief  sought  for  in  e<iuity,  the 
oourt  is  not  bound  to  dismiBB  the 
complaint,  if  in  case  of  a  dismissal, 
the  plaintiff  would  be  remediless,  be- 
cause the  statute  of  limitations  would 
be  a  bar  to  a  new  action;  but  it  may, 
if  it  deems  the  case  a  proper  one  for 
trial  by  jury,  order  it  to  be  tried  at  the 
circuit  by  a  jury  (G(e?M<  agt  SouHand, 
46  Barb.  660). 


3.  ThiUL  where  the  court  determinefl 
that  the  plaintiff  had  no  good  ^und 
on  which  to  commence  an  action  for 
the  redemption  of  a  pledge,  and 
nothing  remains  but  an  action  for  the 
tort  in  improperly  disposing  of  the 
pledge,  for  which  an  ample  remedy 
exists  at  law,  it  may  order  the  cause 
to  be  tried  by  a  Jury  at  the  circuit 
{Id). 

8.  It  is  not  the  province  of  courts  of 
equity  to  relieve  paxties  fiuUng  to  per- 
form their  contracts,  from  me  legal 
consequences  of  such  ftuilure,  unless 
it  has  resulted  trom  mistake,  fraud  or 
accident,  or  the  acts  and  dealings  of 
the  parties  show  an  assent  to  the  de- 
lay fy  the  part^jT  insLating  upon  the 
forfeiture,  and  ifc  appears  that  under 
the  circumstances  it  would  be  ineoui- 
table  for  him  to  insist  upon  it  ( 2wb§ 
agt.  Morris,  44  Barb.  188). 


E8T0PFEL. 

1.  A  party  is  not  concluded  by  every- 
thing he  may  have  said  or  done,  even 
under  oath.  The  doctrine  of  estop- 
pel is  confined  within  just  and  ration- 
al limits,  and  a  party  is  not  estopped 
unless  he  has  gained  some  benefit 
or  advantage  by  the  act  which  is  re- 
lied upon  as  an  estoppel,  or  unless  by 
that  act  the  party  clamiing  the  benefit 
of  the  estoppel  was  induced  to  alter 
his  condition.  Thus,  where  the  plain- 
tiff filed  notice  of  an  inefllsctnal  me- 
chanic's lien,  wherein  he  swore  that 
the  contract  was  made  with  the  cox^ 
tractor:  Bdd,  that  in  an  aotioa 
agfldnst  the  owner,  the  plaintiff  was 
not  estopped  from  showing  that  such 
contract  was  in  realifef  made  with  the 
defendant,  as  owner  (amUh  agt.  Ar- 
ri»,  1  Daly,  18). 

2.  TThere  a  boundary  line  is  fixed  and 
settled  by  parol  agreement  between 
A.  and  B.,  adjoining  owners,  and  B. 
afterwards,  with  the  knowled^  of  A. 
makes  valuable  and  expensive  im- 
provements, relying  upon  such  settle- 
ment, without  an]r  oDjection  or  re- 
monstrance, or  notice  of  dissent  from 
A.  fDi  regard  to  the  line  thus  estab- 
lished, the  latter  is  estopped  fi-om 
daiming  that  such  was  not  the  true 
boundary  line  between  their  respect- 
ive lots.  If  under  such  circumstances, 
A.  does  not  intend  to  be  bound  by  the 
survey,  and  the  line  made  and  marked 
in  his  presence  bv  the  surveyor  called 
with  his  assent,  ror  tbat  purpose,  it  is 
his  duty  to  notify  B.,  when  he  sees 
him  erecting  his  wall,  and  making  an 
addition  tonis  house  in  acoordaaoe 
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trith  the  line  thnB  made  ( OorklM  agi. 
Landers,  iA  Barb.  218). 

8.  The  rule  applies  equally  to  traiiaao* 
tionsin  regard  to  real  and  personal 
property,  it  does  not  at  all  touch  the 
question  of  creating  title  to  real  estate 
by  paroL  The  pimciple  is,  that  he 
who  is  silent  when  conscience  requires 
him  to  speak,  shall  be  debarred  from 
B|peakinff,  when  conscience  requires 
him  to  DO  silent.  A  defense  or  this 
kind  may  be  set  up  in  the  action  of 
^ectment  {Id), 

4.  An  estoppel  will  not  arise  from  the 
fiact  that  the  holder  of  a  mortgage, 
thouffh  present  at  a  sale  of  the  mort- 
gagea  premises,  made  by  order  of  the 
surrogate,  and  a  party  to  the  proceed- 
ings under  which  it  was  had,  did  not 
then  disclose  the  existence  of  his 
mortgage;  especially  where  the  mort- 
gagee was  in  open  and  notorious  pos- 
session of  the  premises  at  the  umo 
of  such  sale,  and  neither  did  nor  said 
anything  actually  tending  to  mislead 
the  purchaser,  as  to  the  character  of 
his  title  or  poiBsession.  Under  such 
circumstances,  the  purchaser  is  bound 
to  make  active  and  particular  inqui- 
ries, if  he  desires  to  be  protected 
against  the  title  of  a  party  m  actual 
and  open  possession  {sahier  agt  Sig- 
ner,  4l  Barb.  606). 

EBBOB. 

L  When  one  accused  of  the  crime  of 
murder  is  required  to  account  for  his 
whereabouts  at  a  particular  time,  to 
avoid  the  force  of  criminating  circum- 
stances, his  omision  to  produce  such 
evidence  is  not  in  law,  conclusive  of 
the  fikcts  in  dispnte  {Oordan  agt. 
Pcppte,  88  N.  Y.  Ji.  601). 

S.  The  absence  of  an  attempt  to  account 
for  his  whereabouts,  whFin  it  appears 
to  be  in  the  power  of  the  prisoner  to 
do  so,  is  strong  presumptive  evidence 
against  him  {Id). 

8.  But  the  force  of  such  oiroumstancefl 
must  be  left  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Jury ;  and  it  is  error  for  the  court 
to  instruct  them  that  it  is  of  a  "  con- 
clusive character  ;**  or  that,  by  such 
omission,  doubtful  evidence  of  guilt 
'^ripens  mto certainty  {Id). 


€t. 


EVIDENCE. 

1.  In  an  action  to  set  aside  as  fraudu- 
lent and  void  as  against  creditors,  a 
Bide  of  merchandise  made  by  B.  k  Go. 
in  August,  1861,  the  judge  admitted 
evidence  of  an  assignment  made  by 
8.  to  his  son,  in  May,  1861,  and  of  the 


consideration  ihereftnr,  and  the  man- 
ner of  payment :  J7eM,  that  the  as- 
signment naving  occurred  after  the 
embarrassment  of  8.  A  Go.  com- 
menced, and  appearing  to  be  a  part 
of  the  general  plan  of  B.  to  place  his 
proparfy  beyond  the  reach  of  his 
creoitors,  upon  execution,  the  inqniiy 
was  clearly  within  the  rule  in  respect 
to  evidence  of  contemporaneous  frauds 
{Angrave  agt.  SUme,  45  Barb.  85). 

2.  ffddf  aUo,  that  proof  that  several  of 
the  notes  given  dv  the  purchasers  dt 
the  debtor^s  stocK  of  goods,  at  the 
alleged  firaudulent  sale,  nad  been  paid 
since  the  commencement  of  the  a<y 
tion,  was  properly  excluded  {Id). 

8.  It  is  no  error  to  admit  testimony  ir- 
relevant at  the  time,  if  it  is  aftorwaids 
made  pertinent  by  othor  testimony 
{Black  agt.  The  Camden  and  Ambov 
BaHroad  Co.  45  Barb.  40). 

4.  Where  a  witness,  in  answer  to  the 
question  whether  T.  was  able  to  pay 
his  debts,  at  a  time  specifled,  stated 
that  he  was  not,  and  inen  proceeded 
to  state  numerous /oete  touchixig  the 
property  of  T.  and  his  indobte^iess, 
showing  an  intimate  acquaintance 
with  the  condition  of  T.  ana  his  utter 
insolvency :  Heid,  that  no  error  was 
committed  in  receiving  this  evidence 
{Thcmpson  %g^  HaU.  46  Bar^.  214). 

5.  When  one  accused  of  the  crime  of 
murder  is  required  to  account  for  his 
whereabouts  at  a  particular  time,  to 
avoid  the  force  of  criminating  dream- 
stances,  his  omission  to  produce  such 
evidence  is  not,  in  law,  conclusive  of 
the  facts  in  dispute  ( Chrdon  agt.  Ths 
People,  88  N.  T.  R.  601). 

6.  The  absence  of  an  attempt  to  account 
for  his  whereabouts,  when  it  appears 
to  be  in  the  power  of  the  prisoner  to 
do  so,  is  strong  presumptive  evidence 
against  him  {Id). 

7.  But  the  force  of  such  dirsamstanee 
must  be  left  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Jury  ;  and  It  is  error  for  the  court 
to  instruct  them  that  it  is  of  a  "  con- 
clusive character ;"  or  that,  by  such 
omission^  doubtftal  evidence  dr  guilt 
*' ripens  mto  certainty  "  {Id). 

8.  The  good  fiuth  of  one  warranting  a 
horse  to  be  sound  at  iJie  time  of  sale 
does  not  affsct  the  question  of  damage 
for  a  breach  of  the  warranty  {Britbans 
agt.  Pareone,  2&N.Y.IL  882). 

9.  Where,  in  an  action  before  a  Justice 
of  the  peace,  for  trespasses  done  npon 
the  pliontifb'  land  bv  the  defendant's 
cattle  and  horses,  tne  only  evidence 
to  show  tho  amount  of  the  plaintiib' 
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damagos,  or  from  which  the  Justioe 
ooald  properl^jT  determine  the  amotmt 
waa  the  opmum  of  a  witneas :  Beld^ 
that  there  was  not  sufficient  legal  evi- 
dence in  the  case  to  sustain  the  judg- 
ment (Armstrong  agt  Smith,  4i  iBa^. 
120). 

10.  After  the  dissolatian  of  a  partner- 
ship by  the  death  of  one  of  its  mem- 
bers, the  surviYor  holds  the  assets  still, 
as  partnership  property,  and  by  -nrtue 
of  his  original  power  as  partner. 
Hence  he  is  in  no  sense  the  assignee 
of  the  deceased  partner :  and  the  re- 
striction of  section  S99  of  the  Code  of 
Procedure,  as  to  the  reception  of  eyi- 
dence  of  transactions  with  a  deceased 
person,  against  the  executors  or  iu- 
mgnee$  of  the  deceased,  does  not  ex- 
tend to  an  action  against  him  ( 2Vem- 
per  agt.  OonJdm,  4A  Barb,  456). 

11.  Where  loans  are  made,  and  securi- 
ties for  repaymant  are  taken,  such 
cases  are  in  equity  made  exceptions 
to  the  general  rule  that  when  written 
contracts  are  made,  the  rights  of  the 
parties  must  be  determined  by  the 
writing,  unaffected  by  parol  proof.  In 
that  claas  of  cases,  whateyer  the  form 
of  the  instrument  may  be.  it  may  be 
shown  by  parol  eyidence  that  the  na- 
ture of  the  transaction  was  a  loan  of 
money,  and  that  the  writings,  what- 
eyer iXLhy  be  their  form,  were  intended 
as  security  for  repayment  ( TSbbs  agt. 
Morris,  4i  Barb,  188). 

12.  In  all  caste  where  the  real  transac- 
tion between  the  parties  was  a  loan, 
and  the  writings  were  executed  as  a 
security  therefor,  parol  eyidence  is 
admissible ;  and  when  such  fact  satis- 
fkctorily  appears,  equity  wUl  giye 
effect  to  the  writings  according  to  the 
true  intent  of  the  parties  (Id). 

18.  In  an  action  to  recoyer  damages  for 
a  breach  of  a  warranty  in  the  ex- 
change of  a  horse  by  the  plaintiff,  for 
a  yoke  of  cattle  owned  by  the  defend-, 
ant,  a  witness  was  asked,  "  What  was 
the  character  of  the  cattle,  orderly  or 
disorderly  ?**  Betd,  that  the  question 
called  for  the  opinion  of  Uie  witnegs 
as  to  a  matter  which  could  not  pro- 
perly be  established  by  that  species  of 
evidence,  and  that  the  justice  orred  in 
allowing  it  to  be  answered.  There  is 
no  rule  of  evidence  which  authorizes 
proof  of  the  character  of  animals  in 
that  manner.  The  court,  or  jury, 
must  form  their  conclusions  from  the 
proof  of  fiacts^  and  not  from  the 
opinion  of  witnesses  {Strevel  agt 
Hfnq>steadf  44  Barb,  618). 

14,  The  acts  of  a  sheriff  in  the  return 
of  a  process,  so  far  as  the  rights  of 


I  parties  arc  concerned,  must  be  taken 
I  as  true  when  they  arise  collaterally, 
and  can  only  be  impeached  by  diiecs 
proceedings,  to  which  the  officer  is  a 
party  ;  or  rectified  upon  a  summary 
apphcation  to  the  court  to  correct  or 
set  aside  the  return  {S^pe/Ung  agt 
Levy,  1  JkUy,  85). 

15.  Questions  to  a  witness  whether  cer- 
tain representations   alleged  in  the 

'  oomplamt  were  made  "  with  intent  to 
deceiye  or  mislead  :**  and  whether  in 
his  representations,  "he  spoke  and 
acted  m  good  £uth,  and  in  the  belief 
that  what  he  said  was  true:  Hdd, 
properly  exdued  {BaUard  agt.  Lock- 
vsood,  1  Daly,  158). 

16.  The  registry  of  a  vessel  at  the  cus- 
tom house  YBpr^na  facie  evidence  to 
charge  a  penon  as  owner,  only  where 
he  is  connected  with  its  procurement, 
or  in  some  way  adopts  n  as  his  act 
Where  he  actually  procures  such  ree- 
gistry,  and  makes  affidavit  stating 
that  he  is  owner,  it  is  evidence  to 
charge  him,  although  it  may  be  re- 
butted {Bryan  agt  Bowies,  1  Daly, 
171). 

17.  Where  a  bill  of  sale,  absolute  on  its 
fftce,  bore  date  June,  1856,  and  the 
registry  pursuant  thereto  was  made 
Becemoer.  1657,  evidence  to  show  that 
the  bill  of  sale  was  by  way  of  mort 
gaffe,  and  did  not  take  effect  absolute- 
ly tul  the  latter  date,  and  that  the 
vendee  did  not  enter  mto  possession 
tmtil  euch  latter  date,  is  proper,  and 
should  be  admitted  to  rebut  uie  pro- 
sumption  of  ovmerslup,  in  an  action 
to  charge  the  mortgagee  as  owner  of 
the  ship  {Id), 

18.  The  coercion  of  the  wife  which  is 
supposed  to  exist  in  all  cases  of  tort^ 
committed  bj  her  in  the  presence  or 
by  the  direction  of  her  husband,  and 
for  which  the  husband  alone  is  pre- 
sumptively liable,  is  but  a  presump- 
tion of  law,  which  may  be  repeUed  by 
proof  (Camn  agt.  vdaney,  IDo^, 

19.  And  where  the  evidence  justified  the 
referee  in  his  conclusion  that  the 
wrongful  act  of  the  wife  was  voluntary 
on  her  part,  and  was  her  individual 
act,  and  although  in  some  respects 
done  in  the  presence  and  company  of 
her  husband,  yet  was  not  done  bv  his 
command  or  coercion :  Hdd,  that  the 
court  will  assume  as  a  matter  of  fact 
that  the  leeal  presumption  of  coercion 
of  the  wile  nas  been  repelled  by  proof 
{Id), 

20.  A  written  contract  may  be  inter- 
preted by  the  local  onstoms  in  refer* 
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tfrtor  to  eidnda  aridenoe  oimoh  eoB- 
tODU  (Id). 
n.  An  badreen  die  lonor  cf  >  bnlkhMd 
and  the  l«a«or  of  the  adjoining  pier, 
eridoiice  of  Uie  eiutont  a  the  port  ia 
admiwible  to  abow  bow  bx  wlurlkge 
Ii  oollootible  (or  the  um  ot  the  bau- 
head,  and  to  wbat  exleot  for  the  naa 
of  the  pier  {Manjum  agt.  Faninglon, 


Frnii,  1  Daly.  19). 
la.  The  defeaduit  on  the  triftl  t«rtiflsd 
tlut  he  had  had  no  other  oonTenatioD 
with  the  plaintU^  thao  that  iwom  to 
b;  hi'm.  He  then  put  in  evidence  a 
— 'ain  meohaaio'a  Uen  proceeding 
rested.   Hie  plaintill  waa  reoaOad 


oaaall;  reoeiTed  wfth  great  caution 
front  Qia  ease  with  wlil^  they  can  be 
bbrioaled,  aikd  the  liabilltj  to  mieap- 
prahend  what  waa  aaid;  bnt  when  a 
poaitive  admiaaicm  bf  the  partiea  to 
Hie  anit  whoaie  oompotant  witnewea, 
is  awom  to,  and  thoy  neithoc  conln- 
dict,  quaJil;,  nor  aBei  laj  explanation 
ol  it,  it  then  tmoomea  evidence  of  a 
Tsrv  Batiafactoi;  chanetoi  (EmUea 
art.  iF.   Y.aut  JfoV-   0>-  1  I>aly, 

Xt.  Parol  evidence  Is  admii  iw 

that  tbe  conaldenitlon  ei  m 

Inatmment  nndet  ae^  in 

acknowledged  to  have  I  d, 

waa  not  ill  (act  paid;  »  it 

realndiou  that  anah  e  lU 

not  have  the  elTect  of  le 


tlta  want  oT  anv  congldei 

•gt.  Omnett,  1  Ikii]/,  468). 

M.  The  a 


lereljbeci 
uled  adi 


tenta  of  a  deed  of  lani , 

on  tbe  trial  (Bejinoldt  aat,  KeOs,  1 
J>a(v,  388). 
SB.  He  rale 
confllctiiij:  evidence  niiiet 
the  tribnnal  that  hears  the  testimony, 
and  aeea  Hie  witnesses  upon  tbe 
Btaiid,  ia  inlleiibK  and  the  appellate 
court  cannot  invade  it  merely  becaoae 
It  thinks  the  case  wa: 
■    ■      ild). 


io  (how  that  it  wi 

standing  of  both  parties,  ' 
lease  was  executed,  that  ih 
or  rear  yards  were  Intended  t 
were  embraced  in  it :  jQeid  < 
a  Den  trial  will  be  altered  ( 
Tliompaoii,  1  Daly,  35). 


Hiepluntil 
l,thatheha>i 


the  defendant;  andth 

conversation  reUtive  to  the  mechanic's 
lien  proceeding.  Hie  defandut  oC- 
fered  himself  as  a  wilneM  to  oontnt- 
dict  the  plaintiff's  version  ot  andi 
oODversation,  whidi  offer  tbe  Instic* 
refnsed ;  SM,  error.  The  tes&mcoT 
proposed  bv  the  dofeDdsot  was  not  to 
contradict  hi*  own  prerioDs  testinuMr, 


bnt  to  obviate  Uia  e 


o  the  Hon  prooeeding 


Uut  the  defendant  might  prove  on  Um 


that  noChing  wm  dne  to 

ing  dne  to  the  r'*'""*  ts  siii>-eoi>> 

tractor  (/<t). 

0.  n  leema,  that  the  pUIntiff  has  » 
right  to  prove  the  ownership  of  the 
par^  cbuged,  however  nnmerona  tha 
1  — -ijnijeB  are  to  tha  conbaiy. 


reoonl-evi< 

provided  that  those  evideboea  n 

ereated  for  the  purpose  of  detivndlng 

der  the  Uen  law|%iulev  agt.  /oAmsou, 
\.Daiy,6l). 
SI,  Hie  finding  of  a  fmr  on  a  qi 
of  ttxA,  upon  whiob  thara  is  o 
lug  evidence,  is  ooQchutre,  and  cao- 
Dpt,  eioept  in  extreme  oases,  be  re- 
newed on  appeal  (Dtalctr  agl.  Hyert, 
onto,  873). 

1  A  party  cannot  make  his  own  deob- 
raliaiia  evidence  In  his  own  favor, 
where  they  are  not  called  for  by,  or 
*" ■-   "Eijtbing said 


>  oonflict- 


3.  The  adtniselen  of  improper  ietH" 
mony  upon  a  material  issue,  is  not  a 
technical  error,  and  CNinot  tie  ditre- 
sarded,  though  there  maybe  upon 
Die  same  questiOD  other  campeient 
and  mffloimit  evidence.  The  oonri 
cannot  Bay  that  the  Jury  wero  not  tn- 
Boenoodl^  the  illegal  l«-" "■" 
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84.  The  legal  role  or  measure  of  dama- 
ges for  a  breach  of  warranty  of  pro- 
perty sold,  is  the  difference  between 
the  yalue  of  the  property  as  it  really 
was,  and  what  its  valne  would  have 
been  had  it  corresponded  with  the 
warranty  {Id), 

86.  The  qneetion  to  the  witnesses, 
"what  18  the  diflbrence  in  valne ?'^ 
was  improper  and  inadmissible.  In 
this  form  u  tended  to  elicit^  and  re- 
quired or  admitted  the  opimon  of  the 
witnesses  upon  the  mleor  measure 
of  damages,  and  upon  the  amount 
of  the  damages  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
tled  to  recoyer.  A  witness  cannot 
ttiuB  be  put  directhr  in  the  place  of 
the  court  and  jury  (Id), 

86.  The  value  of  proper^  may  be 
proved  by  the  opmion  of  witnesses 
who  are  well  acquainted  with  the  vid- 
ue  of  similar  property;  but  its  differ- 
ence in  value  m  one  condition,  and  in 
another^  cannot  be  so  shown,  being  a 
conclusion  of  the  witness  upon  a 
mixed  question  of  law  and  fact.  He 
may  give  his  opinion  of  the  value  of 
the  property  in  one  condition,  and  its 
value  in  another;  but  he  should  first 
state  the  facts  within  his  knowle^e, 
upon  which  he  founds  his  valuation, 
to  enable  the  luryto  appreciate  his 
estimate,  and  tne  jury  should  be  left 
to  draw  their  own  conclusion  as  to 
the  difference  of  value  {Id), 

87.  N^eUis  agt.  McOam  (85  Barb.  115), 
and  Sarpending  agt.  Shoemaker  (87 
Barb,  270),  as  to  &e  admissibiUty  of 
opinion  on  the  ouestion  of  damages, 
are  id  conflict  with  the  long  series  of 
adjudged  cases  on  the  subject  {Id). 

88.  The  objection  to  the  inquiry  in  rela- 
tion to  the  difference  or  value,  was 
sufficiently  specific  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion, wheuer  the  opinion  of  tibie  wit- 
nesses was  admissible,  and  it  was  not 
necessary  to  have  rei>eated  the  ob- 
jection to  the  similar  inquiry  of  the 
witness,  Allen  Miller,  it  havmg  been 
interposed  to  the  qu^tion  to  the  next 
previous  witness,  and  overruled  by 
ae  justice  (Jd). 

88.  Where  competent  evidence  is  offered 
on  the  trial,  and  rejected  by  the  jus- 
tice; andatthetimethejusticemakes 
his  return,  or  amended  return  on  ap- 
peal, he  recollects  the  fact,  or  by  a 
proper  effort  to  refresh  his  memory, 
ne  can  bring  the  fetcts  to  his  recollec- 
tion ;  and  if  he  intentionally  omits  or 
neglects  to  use  such  effort,  with  a  de- 
fiigu  on  his  part  to  prevent  a  reversal 
of  the  judgment,  and  whoDv  neslects 
to  return  to  sucn  fact,  he  is  Uaole  in 

■  Action  of  damages  for  a  false  return^ 


to  the  whole  amount  of  damages 
which  the  appellant  may  show  he  has 
sustained  in  consequence  of  such  false 
return  {2iaoXkmtU  agt.  Buffum,  anie, 
154). 

40.  The  justice  in  such  action  cannot 
sustain  his  defense,  that  his  mlinff, 

*  rejecting  the  evidence,  if  actually 
made,  was  right  under  tne  pleadinffs ; 
that  such  evidence  was  not  receivaole 
under  a  denial  answer:  that  it  was 
new  matter,  and  should  have  been 
pleaded ;  where  it  is  shown  that  the 
action  ixied  before  him  was  one  for 
carelessly  and  negligently  running 
against  the  plaintifrs  wagon,  and  in- 
juring it  to  his  damage  of  $50.  the  de- 
fendant's answer  being  a  demal  mere- 
ly :  and  the  evidence  offered  by  the 
defendant  and  rejected  by  the  justice, 
tended  to  show  that  the  negligenoe  an 
Ihe  part  qf  the  plaintiff  oontrmUed  to 
their^ury  {Id). 

41.  This  evidence  should  have  been  re- 
ceived under  the  denial  answer,  as  it 
tended  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  had 
no  cause  of  action ;  consequently  it 
was  not  necessary  to  set  it  up  and 
plead  it  as  new  matter  {Id). 

42.  A  point  which  is  waived  and  not 
argued  by  counsel  at  the  hearing  of 
the  appeal,  ought  to  be  examined  by 
the  court  on  their  own  motion,  if  any 
member  deems  it  a  material  ground 
for  granting  a  new  trial  {ArUsant^ 
Bank  agt.  Baokue,  ante,  242). 

43.  Where  there  is  a  conflict  of  testi- 
mony as  to  when  and  by  whom  ihe  cUIr 
teranon  qf  the  date  qf  anote.  in  suit, 
was  made,  which  alteration  is  palpable 
on  its  &ce.  it  is  a  proper  question  to 
be  left  to  ne  juipr  to  decide,  although 
the  action  is  against  the  indorser  {la). 

Bee  GoNTBAOT,  14^  15. 

EVICTION. 

1.  Where  there  is  no  disturbance  of  ac- 
tual possession,  or  where  the  holding 
over  oy  the  landlord  is  not  with  the 
intent  of  keeping  the  tenant  out  of 
possession,  alter  he  has  become  enti- 
tled to  it,  there  can  be  no  pretence  of 
an  eviction  ( Vanderpoel  agt.  Smitii^  1 
Daly  9  811) « 

2.  The  plaintiff  demised  to  the  defend- 
anto  a  plot  of  ground  for  ten  years, 
which  they  used  as  a  lumber  yard, 
reserving  to  himself  the  right  to  oc- 
cupy a  small  wooden  building  upon 
the  land,  for  a  year  and  a  half,  and 
which  he  used  for  the  storage  or  cer- 
tain articles  one  day  over  the  time, 
having  received  no  intimation  J^xmi 
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the  lesaoea  of  their  intention  or  wish  to 
use  it.  Upon  that  day  they  notified  him 
of  their  intention  to  remove,  npon 
the  ground  that  he  had  broken  the 
lease  by  withholding  a  part  of  the 
premises,  and  immediately  oom- 
menced  removing,  which  occupied 
them  eighteen  days:  Held,  that  tnere 
was  no  oisturbance  of  tl^e  lessees'  pos- 
session, as  they  had  never  been  in 
occupation  of  the  building,  and  as 
the  holding  over  was  with  no  design 
to  retain  it  against  their  wish,  it  was 
simply  an  attempt  to  get  up  an  evic- 
tion, and  constituted  no  defense  to  an 
action  for  the  rent  {Id). 

See  Laudloso  Ain>  Tsuakt. 

EXCISE  LAW. 

L  The  **  act  to  regulate  the  sale  of  in- 
toxicating liquors  within  the  metro- 
politan police  district  of  the  state  of 
New  York,"  passed  April  14,  1866.  is 
not  unconstitutional,  as  being  in  vio- 
lation of  section  16,  article  8,  of  the 
constitution  of  this  state,  which  pro- 
vides that  no  private  or  local  bill 
which  mav  be  passed  by  the  legi^a- 
ture,  shall  embrace  more  than  one 
subject^  and  that  shall  be  embraced 
in  the  title  {In  the  Matter  qf  James 
J)e  Vauoeney  arUe^  388). 

2.  If  it  be  conceded  that  the  act  is  a  lo' 
oal  one,  it  is  nevertheless  valid,  for  it 
does  not  embrace  more  than  one  sub- 
ject— the  regulation  of  the  use  of  ar- 
dent and  spirituous  liquors,  wines, 
ale  or  beer,  mentioned  therein  (id). 

8.  It  is  settled  law,  that  it  is  competent 
for  the  legislature  to  regulate  the  sale 
and  disposition  of  Ucjuors.  Such  is 
the  effect  of  the  provisions  of  tlus  act, 
Therefore,  the  third  section  of  the 
act  is  not  nnconstitutionalj  as  tending 
to  divest  the  owner  of  his  property 
without  due  compensation  {la). 

i.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  law  invalid  in 
some  of  its  provisions,  may,  neverthe- 
less, be  vahd,  and  enfbrced  as  to  the 
residue  {Id). 

S.  Where  the  question  raised  under  this 
act  is,  whether  the  sale  by  a  person 
of  ardent  and  spirituous  liquors  men- 
tioned therein,  without  a  license 
ffranted  by  the  board  of  excise,  sub- 
jects him  to  arrest  and  imprisoment. 
npon  the  complaint  made  against 
him  ?  the  court  must  decide  that  such 
sale  is  in  express  terms  prohibited  bv 
the  act,  andf  ia  declared  to  be  an  of- 
fense punishable  by  fine  or  imprison- 
ment, or  both.    The  act  constitutes 


this  a  distinct  and  separate  offense, 
having  no  connection  with  any  other 
{Id). 

6.  A  license  granted  by  the  commission- 
ers of  excise  of  Seneca  county,  to  D., 
recited  that  he  was  a  resident  of  R., 
in  said  county,  and  Hcensed  him  to 
sell  strons  and  spirituous  Uquors  and 
wines,  to  be  drank  in  his  house,  as  an 
inn  or  tavern.  D.  in  ftot,  at  the  time 
resided  in  the  town  of  T.,  in  the 
county  of  Yates,  and  had  ever  since 
resided  there.  Under  this  license  D. 
kept  a  mere  recess  or  drinking  saloon 
in  a  room  in  lus  warehouse,  situated 
in  the  waters  of  the  Seneca  lake,  & 
few  feet  from  the  western  shore  there- 
of and  a  few  yards  from  the  coonty 
line,  within  the  town  of  R. :  HeiUL 
that  the  judge  was  riffht  in  instruct* 
ing  the  Jury  uiat  D.'s  ncense  was  void 
and  afforded  him  no  protection,  if  he 
was  at  the  time  it  was  applied  for  and 

fronted,  a  resident  of  the  town  of  T: 
Tdd,  also,  that  such  license  if  other- 
wise valid,  did  not  authorize  sales  to 
be  made  in  a  mere  drinking  saloon  in 
the  comer  of  a  warehouse.  That  it 
only  authorized  such  sales  to  be  made 
in  an  inn,  tavern  or  hotel,  kept  by  D. 
And  that  in  order  to  justify  the  sale 
of  liquor  under  such  a  Ucense,  the  li- 
censee should  show  that  he  did  in  fact 
keep  such  inn,  tavern  or  hotel,  and 
that  the  liquors  thus  sold  were  sold 
for  the  purpose  of  being  drank  there 
{The  Feqple  agt.  Davis,  45  Barb. 
4d4) 

EXEOUTOBS     AND     ADMINISTBA. 

T0B8. 

1.  Where  an  executor  works  out  a  high- 
way tax  personally,  instead  of  paying 
the  money,  or  hiring  another  person 

.  to  do  the  work,  he  should  be  allowed 
therefor,  in  his  account  {Lansing  agt. 
Lansing,  45  Barb,  182). 

2.  An  executor  wiH  not  be  charged  with 
compound  interest  for  neglecting  to 
invest  the  interest  accruing  and  re- 
ceived by  him,  annually,  according  to 
the  directions  of  the  wilL  where  he 
states  in  his  account  that  nehas  tried 
to  keep  the  fund,  together  with  the 
accrued  and  accumulated  interest,  in- 
vested and  re-invested  as  required  by 
the  will,  but  has  not  been  able  to  do 
any  better  than  is  stated  in  the  ac- 
count; and  there  is  nothing  to  di»- 

Erove  that  allegation,  nor  to  show  thai 
e  used  the  funds  in  nis  own  business, 
or  made  any  profit  from  their  use;  or 
that  he  was  guilty  of  any  gross  de- 
linquency or  violation  of  du^  [Id). 

8.  Where  a  wiU  requires  an  exeeatorto 
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inyest  in  real  estate  eeoniitiea,  he 
Bhonid,  if  poeaible,  piinae  the  di- 
rections of  the  testator ;  bnt  if  no 
saoh  securities  are  offered,  he  will  be 
Jnstifled,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound 
aiscretion,  in  depositing  the  fond  in 
a  savings  bank  (Id). 

L  A  trustee  or  executor  is  reauired^  in 
making  investmento,  to  conauot  hun- 
self  futhfally,  and  to  exercise  a  sound 
discretion;  and  when  he  observes  that 

Smdence  and  intelliffenoe  which  is 
emanded  of  a  man  m  the  manaffe- 
ment  of  his  own  aflUrs,  not  in  rexSar- 
enoe  to  large  gains,  but  to  the  safety 
of  the  principaL  and  to  ito  probable 
faicome,  he  should  be  sustained  (Per 
llffn.T.Kn,  c7).    (Id). 

5.  An  executor  and  trustee,  who  has 
been  remoyed  by  the  surrogate  from 
his  oi&ce,  is  not  a  necessary  party  to 
a  conveyance  made  by  his  co-execu- 
tors, of  land  sold  under  an  act  of  the 
legislature,  which  authorized  a  sale 
to  DC  made  by  the  trustees  who  held 
the  property  under  the  will,  at  the 
time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  {Matier 
of  the  PetUwu  qfBuO,  45  BaH>.  881). 

6.  Three  of  the  executors  named  in  a 
will  qualifled.  B.,  one  of  them,  hav- 
ing left  the  country,  was  removed  by 
the  surrogate,  and  the  other  two  act- 
ed alone.  A  statute  was  subsequent- 
ly passed  empowering  the  supreme 
court  to  authorize  a  sale  of  the  real 
estate.  It  referred  to  the  propertv  as 
held  in  trust  by  the  executors  of  T. 
under  his  will;  required  notice  of  the 
application  to  sell  to  be  served  on  the 
two  acting  executors,  by  name,  "  as 
executors  of  T.;"  authorized  the 
court  to  direct  conveyances  to  be  ex- 
ecuted "  by  the  said  trustees  ;**  and 
provided  that  all  such  conveyances,  so 
made,  if  executed  by  the  tnistees  as 
aforesaid,  should  be  sufficient  "  to 
vest  in  the  purchaser  a  fee  simple  ab- 
solute:** ndd,  that  the  intent  of  the 
legislature  was,  that  the  deeds  should 
be  executed  by  the  acting  executors ; 
and  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  B. 
should  join  in  the  conveyances  {Id), 

7.  On  appeal  fh)m  an  order  of  the  spe- 
cial term  granting  costa  against  exe- 
cutors, whore  the  judge,  on  the  mo- 
tion, finds  that  the  application  to  the 
executors  was  sufficient,  and  that  they 
should  have  offered  to  refer,  the  gen- 
eral term  wUl  not  review  his  finding 
of  UetB  on  that  question  {NSUo  agt. 
Binsse^  ante,  476). 

8»  An  extra  allowance  of  coeta  against 
executors,  depends  on  the  same  in- 
quiry as  toe  question  of  the  recovery 
m  costa  against  them  {Id). 


9.  Where,  after  the  entry  of  judgment 
against  executors,  the  judge  at  special 
t^m  decides  the  question  of  costa 
and  an  extra  allowance  in  fsvor  of  the 
plaintiff,  it  is  proper  to  have  the  order 
entered  nunc  pro  iuno^  as  of  the  day 
of  entering  the  judgment  {Id), 

10.  Where  a  married  woman  authorized 
her  husband  to  contract  for  work  and 
materials  for  a  dwelling  house  ^e 
was  erecting  upon  her  separate  estate, 
and  for  the  repairs  of  other  buildings 
also  belonging  to  her  estate,  whidi 
contract  was  partially  executed  during 
her  life,  and  was  completed  after  her 
death :  Heldf  that  her  husband,  to 
whom  she  had  left  a  life  interest  in 
her  estate  after  the  payment  of  a  cer- 
tain legacy,  and  appointed  her  execu- 
tor, with  power  to  manage,  mortgage 
or  seU  her  estate,  and  to  invest  the 
proceeds  as  he  should  deem  most  ad* 
vantageous  for  those  interested,  was 
not  liable  in  his  individual  capacity 
for  what  was  done  under  the  contract 
either  before  or  after  the  wife's  death; 
that  he  was  answerable  only  in  his 
representative  character  as  her  execu- 
tor, and  having  died  without  payinsf 
the  debt,  that  the  administrator  ox 
the  estate  with  the  will  annexed,  was 
bound  to  pay  the  debt  out  of  asseta 
in  his  hand  {Eiblel  urt.  WaOis  1  Daly, 
860). 

11.  The  rule  that  an  executor,  if  he 
have  sufficient  assete,  is  liable  to  a 
third  person,  who,  as  an  act  of  duty 
or  necessibr.  has  provided  for  the  in- 
terment 01  ihe  deceased^  is  the  same 
in  the  case  of  an  administrator;  and 
a  person  who  defrays  the  necessary 
fdneral  expenses  of  an  intestate, 
though  before  letters  of  administra- 
tion are  granted,  is  entitled  to  be  re- 
imbursed out  of  the  assseta  which 
come  into  the  hands  of  the  adminis- 
trator {EappdyM  agt  EustOl,  1  Daiy, 
214). 

12.  An  administrator,  having  asseta  in 
his  hands,  who  refuses  or  neelecta  2o 
pay  the  nineral  expenses  or  the  in* 
testate,  beinff  required  to  do  so,  is  ii^ 
dividually  liable  at  the  suit  of  the  per- 
son who  nas  been  at  the  expense  of 
the  faneral  {Id), 


See  Sale,  1,  2,  8,  4. 
See  LiOAOT,  1,  2. 

EXCEPTIONS. 

1.  Where  a  cause,  in  which  there  sie 
different  counta  or  causes  of  action, 
is  brought  to  trial,  and  evidence  is 
given  by  the  plaintiff  affecting  aJl  the 
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canaes  of  icticm,  at  the  ckne  of  which 
the  dcfeaduit  moTM  for  a.  noii'init  u 
leof  the  BDpi 

.  the  Ktmti — 

»nd  conthming    . _._ 

Other  cansea,  u  of  dnub(fid  proprietj/ 
(Meyer  tgi.  Ooedti,  ante,  «e|. 


toTj :  while  Uie  dofbDdkDt,  bj  the 
uoa-niit,  may  mppooe  the  lestUDOo; 
on  that  enl^ect  Immaterial,  and  am-' 
led  to  oontradiot  or  expUin  it.  1 
bawanr  baa  a  remedy,  by  moving  t 
Mmttoatiike  oat  the  teatimony  i 
latingto  Uiat  branoh  of  the  »»  (/c 

oomse,  he  cuuiot  tajie  a  valid  eicec 
tion  to  the  permissioD  oTQie  oppoait 

noh  tesOmony  to  the  Jary;  aa  the  ev 
idenoe  wm  properly  taken  m  the  caw , 
and  had  not  been  atrioken  out,  the 
Ikct  of  the  dedaratioii  of  t^e  judge 
that  he  did  nob  oonaider  this  canse  of 
Action  anatainsd,  did  not  have  the  ef- 
fect to  remoTS  the  evidbnoe  ftom  the 
oue  (Jd). 
i.  The  refaB^  of  the  ]adge  to  open  the 
oaae  and  admit  evidence,  after  the 
amnming  up  to  the  Jnry  was  thraogh, 
Ig  DO  pmper  groniid  of  exception. 
Neither  tronld  the  admltBian  M  eri- 
denoe  under  such  circomatancee  ba 
Moaidered  a  good  gniimd  of  excop- 
" —  In  both  reflpecta  it  Is  a  m-"— 
—"— with  the  Judge  (/d] 


laration  of  the  Judge  to  the  defend- 
•ut'a  oounsel,  (hat  ui  hie  opinion  it  ia 
nnneceeaary  to  euunine  witnevea  for 
Uie  dettenK,  and  the  Jar*  find  for  the 
^aintlff  (Jd). 

•>  An  exception  win  Dot  lie  bo  the 

•alof  thejndge  (orec*U  and  re-ei- 
amlue  a  witneu  as  (o  certain  IkotB 
whldi  ooniiael  alleses  the  judge  has 
incorrectly  stated  mhia  recapitoljitlon 
to  the  Jury  {Id). 

7.  AH  etoeption  wiH  not  lie  to  a  permia- 
•km  or  refosal  of  the  Jadge  to  recall 
■  Wttoeaa  tor  i».eiaminatioa  aRer  hia 
examination  haa  been  flnlahed  (id). 

8.  As  exception  wlD  not  tie  to  the  rsfa- 
aal  ot  the  Jadge  to  Teoeire  new  evi- 
dence offered  by  comiMl  after  he  haa 
reeted.  All  theeo  caeea  are  within  the 
discretion  of  tha  Judge,  and  are  not 
revieivable  {Jd). 


be  given  in  evidence  fbr  meh  a  eanw. 
And  where  nob  eridenoe  la  beftn 
the  Jnry,  alttaon^h  theparticnlarcanaa 
of  aotioD  in  which  it  waa  given  haa 
been  dumliBed,  It  la  not  error  in  the 
Jndn,  in  ohuging  the  Jury,  to  aay 
that  Ihay  may  take  nich  svideooo 
into  CDoaideralion  ( JdJ. 
10.  It  teemi,  that  an  eio«ptlon  to  tha 
UndloR  of  the  referee  in  generml  terms, 
aa  "t£at  the  plaintiff  Bicepte  to  each 
and  every  one  of  the  deoaioDa  and 
rullDga  of  the  refarea  (gainst  the 
pUinfiff  on  the  tiial  of  t£iB  action, 
■evflially,  separately  and  dlattno- 
tlvely  "  amoanl*  to  nothing  (SmetB 
igt.  Mv,  SSlf.  T.R  SB), 


,  When  a  deputy  aheriff  poated  a  oo- 

tloa  of  sale  on  eieoutkn  m  a  grooarr, 

and  the  wind  having  bkiwn  it  d^rn  It 

waa  picked  op  and  lud  WOD  ttta  oaaa- 

*"-  — '  'ba  defendant,  uler  Inqoiting 

■aty  Ikad  leftuiy  notice  tbere^ 

he  notice  and  carried  it  away, 

■he  didnt  want   ai»  aaoh 

with  hia  iiame  on  it,"  and 

waa  hia  bnalneaa  to  take  then 

id  he  would  lake  them  all 

Sod,  that  these  beta  bconght 

I  within  the  atatnte  wldch 
a  who  ahall  "take 
a  notice  nf  that  de- 

,  liable  to  a  penalty  of  tHO 
lA  ni.  SW,  4  59}.  '^e  object 
atnle  waa  to  prevent  any  in- 
B  with  the  paper  pat  np  by 
r,  and  the  oontenbi  thereof 

II  defeat  Its  parpoee— that  la, 
tice  of  the  sale  IMurpiy  ugt. 


ZS^. 


Bait.  188). 
FAI££  BETUBN. 


A  juMee  <if  OteptOM  in  making  a  rs- 


i  appMl  ma 
Si^'um,  ai 


t.  y/hen  competent  evidence  ia  offered 
on  the  trial,  and  rejected  by  Oiejna- 
Uoe;  and  atthetlme  the  Justice  make* 
his  return,  or  amended  letom  on  ap- 


«  to  oas  sach  olbat,  with  a  da- 

t  topiovent  a 

J „ nt,  and  wholly  negleota 

o  retam  such  fact,  he  ia  lial>le  m  an 
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which  fhe  appelkni  m»j  ahow  he  haa 
anatftined  in  oonaequenoe  of  audh  ta\ae 
retam  {Id), 

S.  Hie  juatioe  in  saofa  aetion  cannot  ana 
tain  hia  defenae,  that  hia  ruhn^,  re' 
jectin^  the  eyidenoe,  if  aotoally  made) 
waa  Tight  under  the  pkadinga :  tha^ 
anch  eyidonce  waa  not  rooeivable  un- 
der a  denial  answer  ;  that  it  waa  new 
matter f  and  should  have  been  pleaded; 
where  it  is  ahown  that  the  action  tried 
before  him  waa  one  for  careleaaly  and 
negligently  running  ajg^ainst  the  plan- 
tifirs  wagon,  and  injuring  it  to  his 
damage  of  $50,  the  defendants  answer 
being  a  denial  merely :  and  the  evi- 
dence offered  by  the  defendant  and 
rejected  by  the  jnatice,  tended  to  show 
that  the  negUffeuoe  on  ike  part  qf  the 
pUwUilf  contiMed  to  (he  injury  {Id), 

i.  This  evidence  should  have  been  re- 
ceived under  tiie  denial  answer,  as  it 
tended  to  prove  hat  the  plaintiff  had 
no  cause  of  action ;  consequently  it 
was  not  necessary  to  set  n  up  and 
plead  it  as  new  matter  {Id). 


FENOSSi 

1.  An  appraiaal,  by  fence  viewers,  of  the 
ospense  of  makmg,  by  one  party,  of 
that  portion  of  a  oiTision  fence  which 
they  nave  decided  another  party  shall 
mamtain,  is  not  necessary  to  enable 
the  former  to  maintain  an  action  for 
tho  recovery  of  auch  ozponse.  Such 
expense  may  be  proved  oy  witnesses 
who  know,  or  can  Judge,  what  it  was 
{Perlcine  agt.  PsrlEJna,  44  Bart^,  ld4). 

2.  Where  a  peraon  chooses  to  let  his 
land  "  lie  open  to  a  public  common," 
as  authorized  by  the  act  of  1860,  to 
avoid  maintaining  a  just  proportion  of 
the  division  fence  between  his  land 
and  that  of  an  adjoining  proprietor, 
he  must  do  what  amounts  to  a  ticenso 
to  the  people  of  the  town  to  go  upon 
it,  and  allow  their  cattle  to  feed  upon 
it,  without  beinff  trespaasers,  until  he 
revokea  such  license  and  builds,  or 
pays  the  expense  of  building,  his  just 
proportion   of  saoh    division  fence 

8.  Befbrs  a  party  can  ohdm  that  he  has 
chosen  to  let  nis  land  **  lie  open  to  a 
public  common,**  he  must  have  given 
the  adjoining  owner,  or  the  fonce 
viewers,  notioe  that  ho  has  so  chosen; 
otherwise  he  will  be  Hable  to  the  ad- 
loininc  owner  for  the  expense  of  build- 
ing ma  proportion  of  the  division 
fence  {Id). 
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HXTUIUBS. 

1.  In  an  action  by  a  tenant  to  recover 
damages  for  tho  unlawful  removal  of 
fixtures  during  lus  possession  of  the 
premises,  proof  of  a  demand  ia  unne- 
cessary. And  a  judgment  rendered 
for  the  defendant  in  auch  an  action, 
on  the  ground  l^t  no  demand  for  the 
possesmon  of  the  fixtures  had  been 
ahown.  will  be  reversed  {Bearddey 
agt.  Sherman,  I  Daly,  825). 

The  adjustment  of  gaa  fixtures  to  a 
as  pipe  is  not  such  an  annexaiiosi  to 
e  freehold  as  to  make  them  a  part 
of  the  realty,  and  sul^ect  to  the  ope- 
ration of  a  grant  theraof  {Shauj  agt. 
LeiQee,  1  BcAy,  487). 

TOHEGLOSUBE  SUIT. 

1.  The  anrplua  money  arising  on  a  aale 
of  land  under  a  mortfifage  foreclosure, 
atand  in  the  place  of  the  land  in  re- 
apect  to  those  having  liens  or  vested 
n^ts  therein;  and  the  widow  of  the 
owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption, 
is  entitled  to  dower  m  the  surplus,  as 
she  was  in  the  land  before  the  aale 
{The  People  agt.  2ft«  Third  Aitenue 
JRaHroad  Oo,  ^ Barb.  68). 


2.  Where  the  widow  of  a  mortgagor  is 
made  a  party  defendant  in  a  foredo- 
anre  suit,  but  omits  to  appear  or  as- 
sert her  iDlaim  for  dower,  ahe  is  not 
hatred  of  her  action  for  her  share  of 
tibe  surplus  moneys,  by  any  order  for 
their  mstiribution,  made  in  the  fore- 
closure suit  (Sttthxblaud,  J.  diS' 
aented).    {Id). 

8.  Nor  is  she  barred  item,  bringing  saeb 
an  action  againat  the  peraon  to  whom 
the  surplus  moneys  were  assigned  in 
the  foreclosure  suit  by  reaaon  of  her 
neclect  or  omission  to  assert  her 
claim,  on  being  made  a  party  to  a  suit 
brought  by  that  person,  for  the  set- 
tlement and  dosmg  of  lus  trust  as 
assignee  of  the  mor^agor  {Id). 

4.  The  right  of  priority  of  sale  in  a  fore- 
closure suit  where  the  mortgaged 
premises  have  been  sold  subsequent 
to  the  mortgage,  does  not  depend  up- 
on warranty.  But  it  arises  out  of  the 
application  of  equitable  principles 
under  wfaioh  the  rights  and  obliga- 
tions of  sureties  are  ascertained 
{Wboda  agt  £fp<ddiiig, 46  Barb.  602), 

)S.  Where  those  equities  are  equal,  aa 
tfaey  are  between  the  purchasers  of 
difi»rent  portions  of  the  premises 
covered  by  the  mortgage|  he  who  is 
prior  in  time  is  denned  prior  in  right. 
Henoe  thepremiaea  aiifiiiated  are  se- 
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quired  to  be  scdd,  to  satisfy  the  com- 
mon inoambnmce,  in  the  inyerse 
order  of  alienation  {Id). 

6.  This  mle  is  applied  not  onl^  to  de- 
termine the  equitable  position  of 
those  who  have  acquired  the  legal  U- 
title,  but  also  for  the  purpose  cl  pro- 
tectmg  the  interest  of  moumbranoers. 
whether  by  mortgage  or  judgment 

7.  Where  different  portions  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises  have  been  sold  under 
Jadgments,  those  portions  are  to 
stand  in  the  order  of  sale  in  a  fore- 
closure suit»  as  of  the  times  when  the 
Jadgments  respectiTely  became  liens, 
and  not  as  of  the  times  when  oon- 
▼eyanoes  therefor  were  executed  by 
the  sheriff  {Id). 

8.  The  protection  afforded  by  equity  to 
different  purchasers  of  portions  of 
the  mortgaged  premises,  cannot  be 
extended  beyona  the  period  when  the 
Judgments  under  which  they  pur- 
chased became  liens  upon  the  mnd 
(Id). 

FOBHEB  ADJX7DI0ATI0N. 

1.  The  record  of  a  dismisBal  of  the  com- 
plaint between  the  same  parties  in 
another  courts  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  a  former  adjudication,  is  in- 
admissible in  eyidenoe,  unless  it  is 
shown  that  such  dismissal  was  a  judi- 
cial determination  of  the  same  point 
in  controversy  here  {8mUh  agt.  FlBr- 
m,  1  Dcdy,  18). 

X  A  suit  against  a  vess^  in  the  United 
States  court  for  adyancea,  is  no  defense 
to  an  action  upon  the  lien  cf  the  mas- 
ter of  the  jessel  on  the  freight,  unless 
the  plaintiflh  had  such  lien  at  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  the  action  in 
rem  {Soriey  agt.  Brewery  1  Dalyf  79) 

• 

8.  Where  a  daim  has  been  interposed  in 
a  former  action,  by  wi^  of  selH)ff,  and 
has  been  duly  passed  upon  in  such 
action,  it  is  res  adjudicalOf  and  the 
former  action  is  a  bar  to  a  new  action 
by  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiff 
in  the  former  suit  {Bogere  agt-  Bogere, 
I  Dcdy,  191). 

FOMEB  SUIT  OB  JUDGMENT. 

1.  It  is  a  ftmdamental  rule,  based  upon 
the  maxim,  "  UUeroet  retoiMicacB  ut  sU 
Unis  litium  **— that  the  Judgment  of  a 
court  of  competent  Jurisdiotion.  be- 
tween the  same  paixiee  or  priTies, 
upon  the  same  matter  or  subject 
coming  in  question  in  another  suit  is  fi- 
nal and  conclusive  on  all  points  di- 


rectly involyed  and  necessarily  deter- 
mined. In  the  apphcation  of  uiis  rule 
the  question  to  bo  determined  is,  what 
was  decidod  in  the  former  suit.  And 
upon  this  question  the  record  must 
control,  whore  it  clearly  appears  on 
the  face  what  was  the  matter  tried  and 
passed  upon.  .If  it  does  not  so  ap- 
pear, it  may  be  shown  by  parol  what 
was  in  fact  tried,  within  the  issues 
made  by  the  pleadings  ( WtKamB  agt. 
Fitzhuoh,  4A  Barb,  821). 

2.  Bdd,  also,  that  it  could  not  be  said, 
upon  the  record  of  judgment  in  thai 
action,  that  the  yaUdi^  of  the  $6,000 
notes,  fiiyen  in  April,  was  neoeeeanly 
inyolyea  in  the  decision  that  the  notes 

S'yen  in  July  were  usurious.  And 
at  the  question  of  their  yalidity  when 
given  was  not  put  in  issue,  nor  nooes- 
sarily  decided  and  determined  in  that 
suit  {Id). 

8.  In  an  acfion  by  a  sheriff  tipon  the 
bond  given  by  a  deputy  sheriff  on  re- 
ceiving his  appointment,  to  indemnilPy 
the  sheriff  afi^ainst  his  acts  or  omis- 
sions as  sucn  deputy,  the  surety  in 
such  bond  is  concludea  by  ajudgmont 
recovered  against  the  sheriff  in  an  ac- 
tion broucht  against  him  for  the  ne- 
glect of  tne  deputy  to  collect  an  exe- 
cution, of  which  action  the  deputy 
had  notice,  and  which  ho  defended ; 
although  no  notice  of  such  suit  was 
given  to  the  surety.  And  the  surety 
u  not  at  liberty  in  such  action  upon 
the  bond,  to  utigato  over  again  the 
liabiliiy  of  the  sheriff;  in  the  former 
acUon ;  nor  to  prove  facts  in  exoner^ 
tion  of  his  principal  which  the  latter 
sot  up  as  a  aefonse  in  the  former  salt 
Fay  agt  AmeSy  4A  Barb.  827). 

FBAUD. 

1.  If  one  party  is  trusted  to  reduce  a 
contract  to  writing,  he  ia  bound  to  do 
it  truly,  and  any  variation  from  it^ 
eiUier  oy  omitting  some  of  its  terms, 
or  by  Inserting  provisions  not  em- 
braced in  it,  if  notknown  to  the  other 
party,  and  distinctly  assented  to  by 
him,  is  a  clear  fraud  {Bottford  ag£ 
Mcieariy  46  Barb.  478). 

2.  Fraud  and  frauduleet  intent,  is  al- 
ways a  question  of  fftot  for  the  Jury; 
and  although  there  are  cases  where 
it  is  said  the  law  presumes  fraud  firom 
certain  acts,  yet  uiat  presumption  is 
only  the  conclusion  of  the  law  upon 
the  fftcts  as  they  are  proven  {WakB-- 
man  agt.  DaUey,  U  Barb.  408). 

8.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  suc- 
tained  bv  reason  of  the  fraudulent 
representations  of  the  defendant  oqq- 
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oeming  the  credit  and  good  standing 
of  anoUier,  doing  business  under  the 
desigxiation  of  agent,  it  is  wholly  im- 
material whether  or  not  it  is  the  un- 
derstanding in  mercantile  circles  that 
a  person  doing  business  under  such 
designation  is  not  responsible.  And 
in  sudh  an  action,  it  is  immaterial 
whether  the  plaintiff  received  any  in- 
formation as  to  the  standing  of  the 
party  from  mercantile  agencies,  or 
whether  the  plaintiff  was  a  subscriber 
to  such  agencies ;  the  question  to  be 
tried  being  whether  the  defendant 
made  the  sukfcements  untrul7.and  from 
bad  motiyes  {BaUard  agt.  Looktooodf 
1  Daiy,  168). 

FBEIGHT. 

i.  In  the  absence  of  a  special  agrcNoment 
to  the  contrary,  freight  paid  in  ad- 
vance may  be  recovered  back,  where, 
bv  reason  of  the  capture  or  shipwreck 
of  the  vessel,  or  for  any  other  cause, 
the  goods  are  not  carried  to  the 
place  of  their  destination.  And  this 
rule  of  law  cannot  be  controlled  by 
proof  of  anyusi^e  to  the  contrary 
{Emery  agt.  PunSar,  1  Datyt  408). 

FUTUBE  EABKINGS. 

1.  The  theory  upon  which  future  earn- 
ings, or  the  results  of  future  labor, 
are  sometimes  allowed  to  be  antici- 
pated and  appropriated  to  the  pay- 
ment or  securny  of  a  present  indebt- 
edness, is  that  they  are  connected 
with  a  contract  or  employment  abready 
in  existence,  or  are  the  fruit  of  ad- 
vances made,  or  supplies  famished,  to 
carry  on  the  ousiness  out  of  which  the 
fhture  property  or  earnings  arise: 
and  then  the  pledge  attaches,  not 
to  such  property  or  earnings  from  the 
moment  of  the  contract,  but  firom  the 
moment  they  spring  into  existence  by 
virtue  of  the  contract  of  the  parties 
that  they  shall  do  so.  But  this  doc- 
trine does  not  extend  so  far  as  to  em- 
brace the  results  of  labor  undefined  in 
character  and  unrestricted  in  time, 
which  arise  out  of  an  employment 
having  no  connection  with  the  nature 
or  object  of  the  indebtedness,  and 
having  in  fact  no  real  or  contemplated 
existence  at  the  time  the  contract  is 
entered  into  ( Ooqper  agt.  J>ougki89,  44 
Barb.  409). 

QAS  UGHT  COMPANIES. 

1.  Gfls  light  companies  possess,  by  vir- 
tue ofuieir  charters,  powers  and  priv- 
ileges, which  others  cannot  exercise, 
and  the  statutory  duty  is  imposed  up- 


on them  to  famish  gas  on  payment 
of  all  moneys  due  nom  appUcants 
( Tfie  People  ex  reL  Kennedy  agt.  The 
ManhaOan  Gae  Light  Co.  45  Barb. 
136). 

2.  If  an  applicant  is  already  indebted 
to  a  gas  company,  the  company  may 
shut  off  the  supply  of  gas,  and  refuse 
to  furnish  any  more  1  especially  if  the 
applicant  avows  his  insolvency^  and 
his  inabihtv  to  pay  for  gas  previously 
ftimished  {Id). 

3.  Where  an  individual  applies  to  a  gas 
company  for  gas,  and  tno  same  is  far- 
nished  to  him  by  the  company,  for  a 
period,  without  objection  on  aooount 
of  a  former  indebtedness,  this  will  not 
deprive  the  company  ei  the  right  to 
reject  a  subsequent  application,  on 
the  ground  of  such  indebtednees  {Id). 

GIFT. 

1.  It  is  essential  to  a  valid  gift  by  parol 
that  there  should  bean  actual  orsym- 
bohcal  dehvery.  The  title  does  not 
pass  unless  possession,  or  the  means 
of  obtaining  it  are  conferred  by  the 
donor  and  accepted  by  the  donee 
{Cboper  agt.  Burr^  45  Barb.  9). 

2.  The  situation,  relation  and  circum- 
stances of  the  parties,  and  the  sub- 
ject of  the  ^[ift  may  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration m  determining  the  intent 
to  give,  and  the  fact  as  to  delivery 
{Id). 

8.  A  total  exclusion  of  the  power  or 
means  of  resuming  possession  by  the 
donor  is  notnecessazy  {Id). 

4.  C.  who  had  been  confined  to  her  room 
by  illness  for  nineteen  or  twenty  years, 
and  to  her  bed  for  five  or  six  years 
prior  to  her  death,  kept  in  her  room 
a  bureau  and  trunks,  containing  gold 
and  silver  coin  and  lewelry.  About 
six  weeks  before  her  decease,  handing 
to  the  plaintiff^  who  had  lived  with 
and  taken  care  of  her  for  twenty-seven 
years,  the  keys  of  the  bureau  and 
trunks,  she  said  :  "  Mary,  here  are 
these  keys ;  I  give  them  to  you :  they 
are  the  keys  ofmy  trunks  and  bureau; 
take  them  and  keep  them,  and  take 
good  care  of  them ;  all  my  property 
and  everything,  I  ^ve  to  you ;  you 
have  been  a  good  girl  to  me,  and  be 
so  still.  •  *  ♦  xou  know  I  have 
given  it  aU  to  you,  take  whatever  you 
please ;  it  is  au  yours,  but  take  good 
care  of  it :"  ITeM,  that  the  language 
of  the  donor,  accompanied  bv  a  de- 
livery of  the  keys  to  the  trunks  and 
bureau,  evinced  the  mtention  of  the 
donor,  and  placed  the  donee  in  pos- 
session of  the  Aeans  of  assuming  ab- 
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solnto  control  of  tho  oontenis  at  her 
pleasure,  and  constitated  a  yalid  gift 
of  the  coin  and  jewelxy  in  the  tninka 
and  bureau:  JSdd,  al9o'.  that  the 
&ct  that  the  trnnks  and  onrean,  or 
their  contents,  were  not  removed,  or 
even  handled  dj;  the  donee,  was  not  a 
oanttolling  conaideration  {Id), 

GOLD. 

1.  A  party  seeking  to  enforce  in  oar 
oonrts,  a  judgment  rendered  abroad, 
which  if  pud  there  would  have 
been  paid  in  a  currency  equa!  to 
gold,  cannot  haye  the  premium  on 
0old  added  to  the  nominal  amount  of 
the  debt  {8win»on  agt.  Cbojto,  46 
Scsrb,  674). 

GRANT. 

t.  In  construing  a  grant,  natural  ob- 
jects control  courses  and  distances, 
when  they  conflict.  In  case  of  such 
a  conflict,  courts  in  the  absence  of  all 
eyidence  to  the  oontrair,  must  adopt 
and  apply  the  rule  of  construction 
that  all  grants  or  conreyanees  are 
supposed  to  be  made  with  reference 
to  an  actual  Tiew  of  the  premises  by 
the  parties  thereto  {Schowunaker  agt. 
Davi8y  44  Barb.  468). 

2*  And  they  will  infer  that  the  parties 
by  actually  trayexsing  the  line  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  monuments  which 
were  fixed,  or  by  some  other  means 
equally  satisfi&ctory,  acquired  a  knowl- 
edge at  the  line  sought  to  be  estab- 
lished by  the  grant  {Id). 

GUABAMTY. 

1.  If  the  original  debt  or  obligation  rests 
upon  a  good  consideration,  this  will 
support  the  promise  of  guaranty,  if 
such  promise  be  simultaneous  with, 
or  prior  to,  the  original  debt.  But  if 
that  debt  or  obhgation  be  first  in- 
curred and  completed,  there  must  be 
a  new  consideration  for  the  promise 
to  guaranty  that  debt  {FamsworOi 
Agt  Oarky  44  Barb.  601). 

3.  The  defendant  addressed  a  letter  to 
8.,  introducing  A.  to  him,  and  stating 
that  A.  wishea  to  purchase  some  pure 
liquors  on  a  credu  of  three  months, 
for  any  amount  not  exceeding  $100; 
and  adding  that  he,  ihe  defendant, 
eoosidered  A.  perfectly  good,  and  thai 
he  would  indorse  for  him  to  that 
amount.  S.  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  the  defendant,  deliyered 
the  letter  to  the  plaintifl;  wno,  on  the 
&ith  of  it,  ftimisbed  #Brtain  liquors  to 


A. :  HOd,  1.  That  the  letter  was  not 
in  itself  a  guaranty  to  the  plaintiff  tor 
the  price  oi  the  goods  sola  by  him  to 
A.  3.  That  the  guaranty  was  condi- 
tional ;  to  be  created  if  required^and 
then  by  indorsement  only.  Z,  That 
the  derendant  could  not  bo  made 
liable  in  any  other  ftinn,until  after  a 
refusal  by  him  to  indorse  A.*s  note 
{Slockbridge  agt.  Bchoonmaker^  45 
Barb.  100). 

GUARDIAN. 

1.  The  Code  (§  816)  makes  the  guardian 
qf  an  infarU,  pUiinttff,  responsible  for 
costs  of  the  action,  when  they  are  ad. 
judged  affainst  such  inliuit,  and  pro- 
yides  that  "  payment  thereof  may  be 
enforced  by  aUaohmenL**  This  means 
a  process  m  the  nature  of  a  ca.  so. 
And  it  is  not  strictly  necessary  for  the 
defendant  to  first  issue  his  execution 
against  the  infant,  in  order  to  iksten 
tiie  liabitity  upon  the  guardian  to 
entitle  the  defendant  to  his  attadi- 
ment,  though  this  is  perhaps  the  bet- 
ter practice.  Nor  is  there  any  neoee- 
sity  of  an  order  of  the  court  to  first 
brmg  the  guardian  into  oorUempL,  be- 
fore the  attachment  can  issue  ( Grant' 
man  agt.  ThraU,  ante,  464). 

2.  The  issuing  of  the  attachment  results 
simply  lh)m  the  abjudication  against 
the  infant  plaintift  The  measure  of 
liability  and  the  means  of  enforcement 
are  prescribed  by  law,  and  the  court 
cannot  reflise  to  a  party  on  a  nroper 
application  the  process  which  ine  law 
in  terms  giyes  him  {Id). 

8.  The  word  "may  **  in  statutes  has  al- 
ways been  held  to  be  imperative^  and 
equiyalent  to  m,ust  or  shaU^  wheneyer 
the  public  or  third  persons  haye  a 
claim  dejure  that  the  power  should  be 
exercised  {Id). 

4.  It  is  clear  that  the  poverty  of  the 

Siardian  is  no  defense  to  a  motion  fbr 
e  attachment  {Id). 

5.  The  general  guardian  of  iniknts  has 
the  same  power  oyer  the  property  and 
estate  of  his  wards,  as  a  testamentaiy 
guardian;  and  can  receiye  moneys 
secured  to  them  by  mortgage  and  dis- 
charge the  mortoage,  beiore  the  same 
booomos  due  ( Chi^pman  agt.  HtbitB, 
83iir.  r.JR.S»9). 

TTA-RTgAS  CORPUS. 

1.  A  person  arrested  or  detained  upon 
an  order  from  the  war  ofi&oe  at  Wash- 
ington, by  authority  of  the  Preddant, 
directing  "  Robert  Martin  to  be  trans- 
forred  to  General  Hooker,  for  trial,'' 


KSW  TOBX  PBAOXEOB  BEPOBia 


665 


IHgQSt. 


•will  be  dinharged  on  hdbea»  eomts. 
where  from  the  retum  it  appetn  that 
he  is  charged  with  the  offense  of  ar- 
son in  the  night  time,  in  the  citj  of 
New  Tork.  m  Norember,  1864,  and 
also  with  being  at  that  time  within 
the  Federal  lines  as  a  spy ;  he  being 
at  the  time  an  officer  in  the  Confede- 
rate army,  bat  disgnlsing  his  rank 
and  character  in  the  dress  of  a  citi- 
Ken  {In  the  Matter  qf  Scberi  Martin, 
ante,  228). 

SL  By  the  restoration  of  peace,  and  the 
wnt  of  Tiabeas  corpus,  the  military 
law  and  mle  has  become,  as  before 
the  war,  sabordinate  to  the  cItO  (Id), 

8.  Arson  is  not  a  crime  !br  which  a  pris- 
oner can  be  tried  by  military  court  or 
commission,  without  a  disregard  of 
the  protasions  of  the  constitations  of 
both  the  state  and  the  ffeneral  gov- 
ernment, securing  a  trial  oy  Jury  (13). 

4i  There  is  no  case  where  any  person 
has  ever  been  held  or  tried  as  a  spy, 
who  was  not  taken  before  he  had  re- 
tamed  from  the  territory  held  by  his 
enemy,  or  who  was  not  brought  to 
trial  and  punishment  during  the  ex- 
istence or  the  war  (Id), 

9w  The  prisoner,  in  this  case,  was  not 
taken  in  the  act  of  committing  the 
offense  charged  against  him  of  being 
a  spy.  He  nad  returned  within  the 
lines  of  the  Confederate  forces,  or 
had  otherwise  escaped,  so  that 
he  was  not  arrested  till  after 
Che  Con  ederate  armies  had  sur- 
rendered, been  disbanded  and  sent 
to  their  homes,  with  the  promise  that 
thev  should  not  be  fhrther  disturbed, 
if  they  remained  there  and  engaged 
in  peaoeftil  pursuits  (id). 

•i  The  act  of  congress  of  March  8, 1863. 
authorizing  a  suspension  of  the  writ 
of  habea$  oorpu9,  was  obriously  aimed 
at  "state  or  political  prisoners,"  and 
was  designed  to  enable  the  President 
to  arrest  and  detain  as  prisoners, 
persons  charged  with,  or  suspectea 
of,  some  offense  against  the  govern- 
ment—persons  deemed  dangerous  to 
the  eovemment — and  to  suspend  the 
privueffe  of  the  writ  of  ?iabe<i8  corpus 
as  to  all  such  persons.  But  the  stat- 
ute had  no  reference  to  enlisted  sol- 
diers ot  our  army  not  accused  of  any 
crime:  and  was  not  designed  to  pre- 
vent tneir  discharge,  on  Iidbeas  coT' 
puSy  it  illegally  held  as  soldiers  ( Tha 
Feqpte  ex  reL  Starkweather  sgi  Qaul 
U3arb.W), 


HiaHWATB. 

1.  In  an  action  against  the  trustees  of 
an  incorporated  village,  to  recover  for 
injuries  sustaioed  by  the  plaintiff  in 
consequence  of  a  highway  oeing  out 
of  repair,  the  defendants  cannot  be 
allowed  to  prove  that  the  condition  of 
the  highway  in  question  was  worse  in 
some  other  places,  and  especially  in 
those  portions  out  of  tne  village 
bounds,  than  it  was  at  the  place  of  the 
injury.  Where  a  statute  imposes  upon 
the  trustees  of  a  village,  as  commi»- 
sioners  of  highways,  the  duty  of 
keeping  a  bridge,  or  a  highway,  in  re- 

Sair,  the  duty  extends  not  merely  to 
le  floor  of  the  bridge,  or  the  road 
bed  of  a  highway,  but  to  proper  guards 
or  railings  on  uieir  sides  or  borders, 
when  necessary  for  t^e  safety  orpro- 
tection  of  the  public  {Hyatt  agt.  THis- 
tees  qfiheviUage  of  Ronaoui,  4/L  Barb. 
885). 

X  Where  the  trustees  of  a  village  are, 
by  its  charter,  made  commissioners 
of  highways  tnerein,  if  a  road  within 
the  corporate  limits  is  out  of  repair, 
and  the  trustees  neglect  to  repair  it, 
an  absolute  obligation  and  liability 
rest  on  them- in  regard  thereto ;  and 
for  an  injury  sustamed  bv  an  indi- 
vidual in  consequence  of  tneir  negli- 
gence, the  corporation  is  liable  (/a). 

3.  Commiasioners  of  highways  are  not 
liable  for  the  non-repab  of  highways 
within  their  jurisdiction  if  they  have 
not  the  funds  for  that  purpose,  and 
are  incapable  of  sapplviI^^  themselves 
by  law  with  such  funds  (id). 

i.  But  whatever  ma^  be  the  mle  in  re- 

gard  to  commissioners  of  highways 
1  towns,  a  different  and  more  strin- 
gent rule  has  been  applied  to  corpo- 
rations and  .the  trustees  of  villages 
{Id).  ^ 

5.  Where  successive  owners  of  land  have 

Sermitted  the  people  at  large  to  use 
le  same  as  a  public  highwa;r  fat 
twenty  years  or  more,  without  mter- 
ruption  or  objection,  the  same  will  be 
deemed  a  public  highway ;  notwith- 
standing the  owners  of  the  land  may 
not  have  intended  to  confer  upon  the 
overseers  of  highways  the  right  to 
control  the  roaa  as  a  public  highway. 
The  mere  intention  of  the  owners  of 
the  land  is  not  material,  under  the 
statute  declaring  that  all  roads  not 
recorded  shaU  be  deemed  public  high- 
ways from  the  mere  f&ct  that  they 
have  been  used  as  such  for  twen^ 
years  or  more.  (2  R,  8.  5th  ed.  iOo, 
§185.)  {Deoenpeck  agt.  Lambert,  ii 
iarb.  596.) 
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6.  The  rieht  of  the  people  to  land  as  a 
public  nighway  irreYOcably  attaches, 
Dy  the  statute  as  soon  as  twenty 
years'  uninterrupted  use  of  it  as  a 
public  highway  expires.  After  a  road 
nas  become  apubhc  highway,  by  user 
as  such  for  twenty  years  or  more,  a 
person  obstructing  it  incurs  a  ponuty 
for  so  doing,  although  the  commis- 
sioners of  highways  have  neglected 

'  their  duties  in  not  ordering  the  over- 
seer of  highways  to  open  such  high- 
way to  the  width  of  two  rods  at  least, 
ana  in  not  causing  it  to  be  ascertained, 
described  and  entored  of  record  in  the 
town  clerk's  ofAce.  The  commission- 
ers of  hii^ways  can  maintain  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  the  penaltv  of  five  dol- 
lars for  obstructing  such  a  highway 
{Id). 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

X.  In  a  common  law  action  for  money 
had  and  i^oeived.  brought  against 
husband  and  wife  to  recover  back 
money  paid  as  a  usurious  premium, 
upon  a  loan  made  by  the  wire,  of  mon- 
eys of  her  separate  estate,  where  the 
evidence  tenas  to  show  that  the  hus- 
band made  the  bargains  with  the 
plaintiff  for  the  loan,  and  for  the  ex- 
tensions of  credit,  for  his  wife,  and 
that  she  knew  the  character  of  the 
bargains  so  made,  it  is  proper  to 
charge  the  Jury  that  if  the  wife  knew 
her  husbana  was  receiving  money  for 
his  own  benefit,  ftom  the  borrower, 
on  account  of  the  loan,  she  would  be 
liable  for  the  money  so  paid  to  him 
{Forter  agt.  Mounts  45  Barb.  422). 

2.  If  a  wife  loaning  money  which  is  her 
separate  proper^,  is  cofjnizant  of  the 
acts  of  her  husband  actmg  in  her  be- 
half, in  exacting  a  usurious  premium, 
so  as  to  taint  the  agreement  as  to  her, 
with  the  UBuiT,  she  will  be  liable  to 
the  borrower,  m  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received,  even  though  the 
money  does  not  come  to  her  hands, 
but  is  received  by  her  husband  and  re- 
tained by  him  for  nis  own  benefit, 
with  her  knowledge  and  consent  (Id). 

8.  Having  consented  that  her  husband 
and  agent  shall  receive  the  monev 
upon  Btie  corrupt  bargain,  the  wife 
cannot  shield  herself  upon  the  plea 
that  he  has  never  paid  it  to  her,  out 
has  kept  it  himself,  by  her  consent. 
Payment  to  her  agent,  in  such  a  case, 
is  payment  to  her  {Id). 

4.  To  reach  a  married  woman's  separate 
property  now,  she  must  be  sued  alone, 
ff  sued  with  her  husband,  a  iudg- 
ment  against  both  is  really  a  judg- 


ment against  the  husband,  9,n  at  com- 
mon hiw  {Fer  £.  D.  Skith,  J).    {Id). 

6.  Where  a  husband,  who  was  maxried 

frior  to  the  married  woman's  acts  of 
818  and  1849,  was  indebted  to  his 
wife  in  tiie  sum  of  $1,000  for  money 
arising  from  ttie  sale  of  her  separate 
real  estate,  which  sum  she  had  previ- 
ous  to  those  acts,  lent  to  him,  he 
agreeing  to  keep  it  for  her,  and  treat 
it  as  her  separate  property,  and  repay 
it  to  her  with  interest :  Hdd^  that 
equity  would  hold  him  to  be  her  trus- 
tee for  that  amount,  and  allow  him  to 
pay  her  the  same,  upon  his  becoming 
msolvent.  in  the  same  manner  that 
he  might  pay  an^  other  creditor. 
But  that  to  authorize  him  to  prefer 
his  wife  as  a  creditor,  it  was  necessary 
that  the  money  in  his  hands  should 
be  held  and  regarded  as  between 
them,  at  and  from  the  time  of  its  re- 
ceipt by  him,  as  a  loan  from  her;  thai 
he  should  be  deemed  to  be  in  ftict  a 
debtor  to  her  for  the  same;  and  that 
they  should  have  constanuy  and  in- 
tentidhally  treated  the  sum  in  his 
hands  as  her  separate  estate  (J.  0. 
Smith,  J.  dissenled).  {WoodttorOi 
agt.  Stoeet,  44  Barb.  268). 

6.  Beid,  alao^  that  the  husband  was  not 
oblig[ed  to  msist  on  his  marital  rights 
to  his  wife's  personal  nroperty  and 
choses  in  action ;  and  that  if  he  did 
not  assert  such  rights,  but  expressly 
agreed  with  her  not  to  do  so,  ana 
acted  upon  this  agreement,  equity 
would  allow  him  to  pay  her  any  money 
she  might  have  temporarily  lent  him, 
under  such  drcumstancos  (Id), 

7.  Whenever  a  husband  has  received  or 
borrowed  the  property  of  his  wife  un- 
der circumstances  which  in  a  court 
of  equity  would  be  regarded  as  crea- 
ting a  debt  to  her  £rom  him,  and  as 
entitling  her  to  be  considered  and 
treated  as  his  creditor  therefor,  he 
will  be  allowed  to  pay  such  debt  from 
his  property,  in  the  same  manner, 
and  upon  tne  same  principles,  on 
which  he  would  be  allowed  to  pay  any 
other  debt  to  any  other  creditor ;  and 
a  payment  to  her,  or  a  transfer  of 
property  to  her,  in  consideration  of 
sucn  debt,  wiU  not  be  regarded  as  a 
gift,  or  a  voluntary  conveyance  of  pro- 
perty in  fnxid  of  his  creditors  \Md 
Var&iey  agt.  Welch,  44  Barb.  271). 

8.  A  married  woman  cannot  sue  her 
husband  in  an  action  for  an  assault 
and  battery  (ionaendyfce  agt.  Long' 
endyke,  44  Barb.  966). 

9.  It  was  the  purpose  of  the  legislature, 
by  the  married  woman's  acts  of  1848 
and  1849,  to  confer  new  rights  of  pro* 
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pert^  npcm  the  wife,  eeparate  from 
and  independent  of  her  hnaband.  and 
to  enlarge  and  render  more  fixed  and 
certain  those  akeady  existing  {Abbey 
agt.  Deyo,  U  Barb.  374). 

10.  By  the  existing  statute  law  of  this 
state^  a  married  woman  may  acquire 
the  title  to  personal  ^pertv  by  grant 
or  purchase ;  and  this  purchase  may 
be  made  in  any  of  the  ordinary  modes 
known  to  the  law,  or  to  the  course  of 
business.  It  may  be  made  by  the 
payment  of  cash,  for  the  property 
purchased,  or  she  may  buy  on  her 
own  credit.  And  if  a  purchase  be 
made  by  her,  and  the  credit  ^ven  to 
her,  with  the  object  of  vestrng  the 
title  in  her,  she  will  acquire  thtoeby 
a  title  to  the  property  in  her  own 
name,  and  as  her  sole  and  separate 
property.  Bo  the  purchase  may  be 
made  by  herself  in  person,  or  by  her 
authorized  agent;  and  her  husband 
ma^  be  that  agent  And  her  trade  or 
business,  while  it  is  carried  on  in  her 
own  name,  or  for  her  own  benefit, 
may  like  all  other  trades  and  business, 
be  conducted  by  herself  personally, 
or  through  the  instrumentality  of 
others  {la). 

INDIC5TMBNT. 

1.  An  indictment  for  a  breach  of  the 
excise  law  alleged  that  the  offense 
was  committed  "  at  the  town  of  B.,  in 
the  county  of  Seneca,  and  on  the 
boundary  of  the  two  counties  of  Sene- 
ca and  Yates,  and  within  five  hundred 
yards  of  such  boundasy."  The  proof 
showed  the  offense  to  have  been  com- 
mitted in  the  tcwn  of  B.,  in  Seneca 
county,  and  within  less  than  five  hun- 
dred yards  of  the  boundary  line  be- 
tween the  counties  of  Tates  and  Sene- 
ca, but  not  precisely  upon  such  diTi- 
ding  line :  Held,  that  in  view  of  the 
statute  which  prorides  that  when  an 
offense  shall  oe  committed  on  the 
boundary  of  two  counties,  or  within 
five  hundred  yards  of  such  boundary, 
an  indictment  for  the  same  may  be 
found,  and  a  trial  and  conviction  had. 
in  either  of  such  counties,  this  could 
not  be  regarded  as  a  variance,  in  any 
proper  sense :  and  that  the  judge  pro- 
perly refhsed  to  discharge  the  pris- 
oner, or  order  a  verdict  m  his  favor, 
on  that  ffround  ( The  People  agt.  Da- 
vis, 45  Barb.  494). 

3.  Thd  boundary  of  each  county  for  the 
purpose  of  jurisdiction  over  offenses, 
18  by  that  provision  of  the  statute  ex- 
tended five  hundred  yards  into  tho 
adjacent  county ;  and  this  space  may 
rezy  properly,  oy  way  of  local  deeorip- 


tion,  be  described  as  on  the  boundary 
and  within  five  hundred  yards  of  tha 
boundary  line  {Id). 

INFANT. 

1.  Where  an  infant  has  purchased  real 
estate,  and  has  taken  and  continu^ 
in  possession  after  becoming  of  fdO 
age,  and  has  exercised  acts  of  owner- 
ship over  the  same,  he  will  be  deemed 
to  have  ratified  ihe  contract  of  pur- 
chase. An  infant  cannot  retain  the 
benefits  of  his  contract,  and  thus  af- 
firm it,  after  becoming  of  age,  and  yet 
plead  infancy  to  avoid  the  payment 
of  the  purchase  money.  What  acts, 
after  attaining  full  age,  will  amount 
to  a  ratification  of  the  contract  of  aa 
iujhnt,  elaborately  discussed  by  Da- 
ties,  J  {Henry  agt.  Booty  9S  N.  Y.  B, 
626). 

2.  A  minor  who  obtains  pnroperty  upon 
representations  that  he  is  of  fuH  age, 
is  liable,  in  an  action  of  tort,  either  to 
recover  the  property  back,  or  to  r^ 
cover  damages  upon  the  ground  that 
it  was  wrongftilly  obtained  {EokaleiM 
agt  li^nke,  1  Daly,  334). 

INJUNCmON. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  hvd  made  advan- 
ces for  the  benefit  of  a  vessel,  and 
had  taken  an  assignment  of  the  mas- 
ter's lien  on  the  freight  therefor,  and 
the  owners  of  the  vessel  were  insol- 
vent :  ffeldf  a  proper  case  for  an  in- 
junction, and  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver  to  collect  such  freight,  not- 
withstanding the  allegations  of  tha 
answer  and  affidavits  showed  that  the 
defendants  had  chartered  the  vessel 
from  the  owners  for  such  voyage  (Sbr- 
ley  agt.  Brewer,  1  Daly,  79). 

X  The  rule  that  the  party  has  a  remedy 
by  action  in  the  recovery  of  damages 
against  a  parW  for  exceeding  its  pow- 
ers, and  therefore  an  i^^nctton  should 
not  issue,  may  be  proper  as  to  indir 
viduals,  but  is  not  applicable  where 
both  parties  represent  tne  public,  and 
where  the  loss  must  fall  upon  tha 
public  whoever  succeeds  {Mayor,  do., 
of  New  York  agt.  The  Board  qf 
BeaUh,  ante,  386). 

8.  Where  a  judge  has  found  that  the  ex- 
tension or  a  railroad  is  a  public  nui- 
sance, that  alone,  on  a  trial,  entitlea 
the  plaintifb  to  relief  by  injunction, 
although  no  damage  be  shown  {Tht 
People  agt.  Tne  Ttdrd  Avenue  BaiU 
road  Oo.  46  Barb.  $3). 

4.  If  the  necessity  of  the  extension  Uh 
not  eatablished,  the  extension  is  un- 
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IvwftiL  It  is  then  the  attempted  ex- 
ercise by  the  company  of  a  ralnable 
franchise,  not  authorized  by  law. 
This,  independently  of  any  other  con- 
sideration, or  prooL  is  a  sufficient 
damage  to  uphold  a  decree  for  a  per- 
petual injunction  (id). 

S.  In  a  suit  to  restrain  the  extension  of 
a  railroad  in  a  dty,  an  injunction  will 
not  be  granted  against  the  dtv  corpo- 
ration, where  there  is  no  allegation 
that  it  is  about  to  do,  or  that  it  threat- 
ens, any  act  whatever  obstructing  or 
incumbering  the  streets^  or  otherwise, 
in  execution  of  the  permission  granted; 
,and  it  is  not  alleged,  nor  does  it  ap- 
pear, that  the  railroad  comnany.  In 
executing  the  ordinance,  is  the  agent 
of  the  corporation  ( The  Fmie  agt 
Th€  yew  York  cmd  Harlem  MtOrtHid 
Cb.  46  Barb,  74). 

6L  The  owner  of  land  ftronting  on  the 
East  river  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
who  has  obtained  a  grant  of  land 
under  water,  to  the  exterior  line,  and 
is  entitled  thereby  to  wharftge  at  a 
pier  in  ftont  of  his  land,  cannot  have 
an  injunction  to  prevent  the  building 
of  a  pier  beyond  nis  nant  in  fhmt  of 
his  pier,  by  parties  cTaiining  under  a 
grant  from  the  common  council,  where 
no  authority  has  been  given  to  fill  up 
outside  of  the  exterior  line  {Tayw- 
agt.  Brookman,  40  Baii>,  106). 

T.  13ie  remedy,  in  such  a  case,  is  by  an 
action  for  damages,  or  of  ejectment, 
if  he  has  any  ti£  {Id). 

$,  B  teems,  that  in  such  a  case  the  own- 
er of  the  upland  has  no  title  to  the 
land  under  water  beyond  the  exterior 
line  (id). 

See  BoAXD  or  Hxalth,  1,  2»  8,  4. 
6,6. 

See  QuARAHTiinB,  1, 2. 

DINKEBFEB. 

L  Under  the  act  of  1866,  which  pro- 
lides  that  whenever  the  proprietor  of 
A  hotel  shall  proride  a  safe  for  the 
safe  keeping  or  money.  Jewels  and  or- 
naments, and  shall  poet  a  notice 
thereof  conspicuously  in  the  rooms 
of  the  hotel,  if  a  '*  guest  shall  neglect 
to  deposit  such  money,  jewels  or  or- 
naments, in  such  safe,  toe  proprietor 
of  such  hotel  shall  not  be  liable  for 
any  loss  of  such  monev,  &c.,  sustained 
by  such  guest,  by  theft  or  otherwise," 
the hotelkeepler  who  has  posted  such 
a  notice,  is  liable  for  losses  occurring 
only  when  he  has  the  actual  posses- 
sion and  custody  of  the  articles  by 
their  being  plaoed  in  a  safe  provided. 


WhiM  they  are  out  of  the  safe,  iiiey 
are  to  be  regarded  as  within  the  per- 
sonal care  and  custody  of  the  gMst, 
and  not  of  the  hotel  keeper,  and  the 
latter,  during  that  time,  is  relieved 
from  responsibility  (Bendeteon  agi. 
I\ren6fi,  44  Barb,  81). 

2.  An  innkeeper  is  an  insurer  of  proper- 
ty committed  to  his  custody  by  a 
gnestyUnlets  the  loss  be  due  to  the  colr 
pable  negligence  or  fraud  of  the  guests 
or  to  the  act  of  God  or  the  pnblie  en- 
emy {HewleU  agt  Stoift,  38  JIT.  F.  B. 
671). 

8.  The  rule  that  the  landlord  shall  be 
held  responsible  for  goods  intnuted 
to  him  for  safe  keeping  Yrr  the  travel- 
er, and  subject  to  deiention  ftir  his 
charge^  is  rounded  in  considerations 
of  public  policy.  The  statute  enables 
him  to  require  the  observance  of  ap- 
propriate precautions  bjrthe  gneait; 
out  it  does  not  absolve  him  from  his 
obligation  to  respond  for  losses  canssd 
by  ti^e  negliffenoe  of  himself  or  his 
servants,  or  oy  the  depredations  of 
knaves  or  maurauders,  within  or  with- 
out the  curtilage :  Beld,  accordingly, 
that  the  inkeeper  is  responsible  for 
the  loss  of  the  goods  of  his  ^est  by 
fire,  the  cause  of  the  fire  bemg  un- 
known, and  the  guest  being  firee  tram 
negligence  {Id). 

4.  The  liability  of  an  innkeeper  as  an 
insurer,  presupposes  the  relation  of 
host  and^guest.  He  is  not  responable, 
except  as  an  ordinary  bailee  for  hire, 
for  the  safe  keeping  of  a  horse  left  as 
the  inn  stable  for  the  night,  by  one 
who  is  neither  a  lodger  nor  a  guest: 
Bddf  that  in  such  a  case,  the  innkeep- 
er was  not  liable  for  the  loss  of  the 
horse,  by  a  fire  which  consumed  the 
stable,  the  proprietor  beinff  free  fh>m 
neligence.  The  case  of  Mamm  agt. 
Thompeon  (9  Fick,  280),  disapproved 
{Ingamee  agt.  irood;88  Jr.  F.  B, 
677). 

INSOLVENTS  DI80HAB0B. 

1.  It  is  Uie  right  of  a  par^  affected,  to 
assail  an  act  of  apubfic  officer  for  want 
of  jurisdiction ;  and  he  does  not  pre- 
clude dhnself  fh)m  so  doing  by  any 
agreement  not  to  raise  the  queetlony 
even  if  founded  on  a  suffloieni  consid- 
eration ( Grocenf  Ifationai  Bank  agt 
(Xarkf  ante,  115). 

2.  Appearing  and  partioiQpating  in  mo- 
ceeoings  over  wnich  a  court  or  offlcer 
has  not  jurisdiction,  does  not  prevent 
a  i^arty  from  assailing  them  for  waul 
of  it  (Id). 
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8.  'Where  an  officer  hu  aniihority  and 
jniifldiotion  to  grant  a  discharge  to  an 
jmpnaoned,  insolvent  debtor,  under 
the  Bevised  Statntea  {ArL  5,  c^  6,  tU. 
i,  jMut  2),  a  plaintiff  in  an  action 
against  snch  debtor,  has  a  right  to 
object  to  the  discharge  of  the  defend- 
ant from  arrest,  upon  or  by  reason  of 
his  claim,  nnless  u  is  a  claim  arising 
on  contract  (Id). 

i.  And  the  plaintiff  is  not  precluded 
trom  maldng  snch  objection,  by  rea- 
son of  his  having  appeared  before  the 
offtcer  and  opposed  senerallT  the 
debtor's  application  for  nis  discharge 

.    (Id). 

(L  The  forms  of  the  eonnts  in  a  complaint, 
do  not  in  all  cases  ftimish  the  court 
the  best  evidence  of  the  real  nature 
of  the  plaintiif 's  claim.  The  facts  out 
of  which  it  originated  must  be  ascer- 
tained, in  order  to  comprehend  the 
real  ground  of  the  action  [Id), 

9.  Where  the  first  cause  of  action  men- 
tioned in  the  plaintiff's  complaint  is. 
what  would  have  been  ciJled  (when  it 
had  a  name)  trvjer;  and  the  second 
cause  of  action  casey  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  fraudulently  certifying  bank 
checks,  by  means  whereof  a  large  sum 
of  money  was  fraudulently  extracted 
from  the  plaintiff:  ffeldy  that  both 
causes  of  action  are  in  tort,  and  not 
on  contract  (Id). 

7.  The  plaintiff  might  have  waived  the 
fraudulent  conversion,  and  sued  the 
defendant  for  so  much  monev  had 
and  received  to  its  use  ;  but  not  hav- 
ing done  so,  the  dischtfge  of  the  de- 
fendant does  not  applv  xo  his  impris- 
onment upon  the  plaintiff's  claim. 
His  discharge  applies  only  to  debts 
arising  on  contract  {Id), 

INS0L7BNT. 

L  The  insolvent  laws  of  a  state  cannot 
affect  a  creditor  residing  out  of  the 
sta^  at  the  time  of  the  application 
for  the  discharge,  who  does  not  par- 
ticipate in  the  proceedings  under  such 
laws,  even  though  his  debt  be  a  Judg- 
ment recovered  within  such  state  (Xes- 
ter  agt.  ChrisUdar,  1  Daly,  29). 

%  And  a  resident  of  this  state,  by  an 
assignment  to  him  of  such  Judgment 
after  that  discharge,  acquires  a  valid 
and  subsisting  interest,  which  is  not 
affected  by  the  discharge  {Id). 

8.  Whether  a  Judgment  recovered  in 
this  state  is  a  contract  to  be  made  or 
executed  in  this  state  withhi  the  mean- 
ing  of  the  insolvent  law.     Query? 

{Id), 


I  INBUBANOB. 

1.  The  words  **pnoaesiefur  $4,500  adH- 
Honed  inmirance,**  written  in  the  body 
of  a  policy  of  insurance :  ifeld,  to 
work  a  waiver  of  a  subsequent  printed 
condition  in  the  policy,  requinng  no- 
tice to  be  given  to  the  insurers  of  any 
other  insurance  (within  the  sum  spe- 
cified), and  to  have  the  same  endorsed 
on  the  policy.  The  true  intent  and 
meaning  is,  that  the  insured  may  ob- 
tain farther  insurance  without  notice 
to  the  company,  and  without  affecthig 
their  policy  or  their  liability  upon  if; 

Srovidcd  such  additional  msnrance 
ocs  not  exceed  $4,500  {Benedict  agt. 
Ocean  Ins.  Co.  1  Daly,  9). 

2.  Where  it  is  shown  that  the  company 
prepared  the  policy  of  insurance  after 
a  careful  examination  of  the  insured 
premises  by  their  own  surveyor,  and 
with  a  full  knowledge  of  the  nature 
of  the  risk :  Held,  that  any  misde- 
seription  of  the  policy  was  the  fiuilt 
of  the  company,  and  the  insured 
should  not  be  called  upon  to  bear  the 
consequences  (Id). 

8.  A  cellar  is  not  one  of  the  "  stories"  of 
a  building  {Id). 


is  specifically  prohibited  fh)m  entering 
certain  ports :  Heid.  that  a  voltmtary 
voyage  to  any  sucn  prohibited  port 
amounted  to  a  breach  of  the  warranty 
of  the  insured  not  to  enter  snch  ports, 
and  that  from  that  time  the  policy 
ceased  to  cover  or  protect  the  vesseL 
Eddf  further,  that  a  permission  to  use 
one  of  the  prohibitea  ports,  indoraed 
on  the  policy,  did  not  abrogate  the 
warranty  in  the  policy^ "  not  to  use 
fbreign  ports  or  places  in  the  Qulf  of 
Mexico ''  {Day  agt.  Orient  MtUual  ifu. 
Oo.  1  Daly,  18). 

5.  ^0U,ftot^isr,  that  the  nibsequent  re- 
turn of  the  vessel  in  safsty  in  no  way 
revived  or  restored  the  original  obh- 
gation  of  the  insurers,  and  no  action 
can  be  maintained  for  her  loss  after 
such  deviation  {Id). 

6.  A  note  ^ven  for  the  purpose  of  com- 
plying with  the  provisions  of  the  fifth 
section  of  the  act  of  April}  1849,  and 
forming  a  part  of  the  origmal  capital 
of  the  company  contemplated  by  snch 
ack  is  payable  absolutely,  without  al- 
leging or  proving  any  loss  or  assess- 
ment oy  the  company,  kc  { Tuokerman 
agt.  Brown,  88  N.  X.  H.  297). 

7.  Where  such  a  note  is  given  for  the 
porpoBo  of  increasing  the  capital  stock 
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of  the  company  to  the  amount  re- 
quired by  law,  that  it  may  paes  the 
necessary  examination  of  the  commis- 
sioners  w  be  appointed  bv  the  comp- 
troller, apon  an  agreement  that,  after 
such  examination,  such,  note  mav  be 
withdrawn  and  a  lesser  one  be  saosti- 
tuted  therefor,  such  transaction  and 
agreement  is  a  fhind  upon  the  law, 
and  the  maker  of  the  note  will  con- 
tinue to  be  liable  thereon,  though  such 
note  be  withdrawn  and  destroyed 
(id). 

8.  'Where,  by  an  act  of  the  legislature 
of  Massacnusetts,  three  independent 
mutu^  insurance  companies  are  in- 
corporated into  one^  under  a  new 
name,  with  a  proyision  that  the  act 
"  shall  not  aifect  the  legal  rights  of 
any  person,"  nor  take  effect  until  it 
shall  be  accepted  by  the  members  of 
said  corporations  respectively,  at 
meetings  called  for  that  purpose,**  a 
member  of  one  of  the  old  corporations, 
not  expressly  assenting  to  such  act,  is 
not,  by  the  mere  force  thereof,  consti- 
tuted a  member  of  the  new  prganiza- 
tion  (Gardner  agt.  HarmUonliutucd 
Ins,  Co.  33  N,  T,  B.  421). 

9.  His  rights  as  a  member  of  one  of  the 
original  corporations  are  in  no  way 
impaired  by  the  act  creating  the  new 
corporation;  and  he  or  his  assignee 
must  seek  any  remedies  they  may  be 
entitled  to,  against  the  original  corpo- 
ration of  which  he  was  a  member 
{Id)' 

10.  Until,  by  his  assent,  he  becomes  a 
member  of  the  new  corporation,  there 
is  no  privity  of  contra<»  between  him 
and  such  corporation  (/d). 

11.  Where  there  is  a  provision  in  a  con- 
tract of  insurance  that,  instead  of 
paying  the  damages  in  money  iu  case 
of  lose,  the  insurers  may  elect  to  re- 
build on  giving  the  notice  stipulated 
in  such  contract,  and  a  loss  occurs, 
and  the  insurers  elect  to  rebuild,  ana 
give  the  stipulated  notice  to  the  in- 
sured: 

U.  Seld,  That  the  election  to  rebuild 
converted  the  contract  of  insurance 
into  a  building  contract  (MorreU  agt. 
Irving  Ins,  Oo,  88  J^.  T,  B,  429). 

18.  That  where  the  premises  wdre  in 
sured  in  two  separate  companies  for 
distinct  sums,  and  each  contract  of  in- 
surance contained  the  same  stipula- 
tions on  the  subject  of  electing  to  re- 
build Ac.,  and  both  companies  united 
in  notifying  the  insured  of  their  election 
to  rebuild  after  the  loss,  the  insured 
might  maintain  his  action  against  the 
said  companies,  jointly  or  aeveraUy, 
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for  a  breach  of  the  contract  to  rebuild 
{Id). 

14.  That  where  the  insurers  elected  to 
rebuild,  and  partially  performed  their 
contract  but  desistea  therefhnn  be- 
fore fully  completing  it,  the  rule  of 
damage  m  an  aetion  brought  by  the 
insured  for  the  non-performance  of 
the  building  contract  would  be  the 
amount  it  would  take  to  complete  the 
building  by  making  it  substantiany 
like  the  one  destroyed,  independent 
of  what  had  already  been  expended 
thereon  {Id), 

16.  That  after  the  parties  had,  by  their 
election,  converted  the  contract  of  in- 
surance into  a  building  oontract,  the 
amount  of  the  insurance  named  in  the 
»hoy  ceased  to  be  a  rule  of  damages 
Id). 

16.  In  such  case,  the  action  being 
brought  against  one  of  the  companies, ' 
the  plaintin  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
full  amount  of  his  damaces  againai 
such  company,  leaving  it  to  seek  oon- 
tribution  from  the  other  company  oa 
its  own  motion  {Id), 

17.  New  matter  in  defense  of  the  action 
must  be  set  up  in  the  answer,  to  en- 
title the  defendant  to  avail  hiinself  of 
it  on  the  trial  {Id), 

18.  The  assessment  of  a  premium  note 
is  but  the  performance  of  a  ministe- 
rial duty,  and  is  therefore  not  final. 
The  fact  that  an  assessment  has  al- 
ready been  made,  upon  a  premium 
note,  which  still  remains  unenforced^ 
will  not  render  a  second  assessment 
upon  the  note,  embracing  the  former 
one,  and  designed  to  accomplish  the 
same  purpose,  invalid:  ' where  no 
question  arises  as  to  tne  statute  of 
limitations  {Sands  agt.  Siceel,  44  Barb. 
106). 

19.  H.  obtained  an  insurance  trom  the 
defendant  upon  property  owned  by 
him,  the  pohcy  stating  that  the  loss, 
if  any,  should  be  "  payable  to  F.,  as 
collateral.**  H.  was  indebted  to  F., 
at  the  time :  Eeid,  that  the  agree- 
ment that  F.  should  receive  the  mon- 
ey, in  case  of  a  loss  by  fire,  was  only 
collateral  to,  and  dependent  upon  the 
original  undertaking,  that  q/t^  a  loss 
had  occurred,  and  not  Offore,  the 
money  should  be  paid  over  to  F.,  and 
not  an  assignment  of  the  policy  be- 
fore any  loss  {Frink  agt.  T%e  Hamp' 
dan  Insurance  Oo,  45  ±fari),  884). 

20.  field,  also,  thatF.,  to  whom  the  lots 
was  payable  as  appointee,  could  main- 
tain an  action  upon  the  policy  j  and 
that  it  was  not  necessary  for  turn  to 
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allege,  in  his  oomplunt.  that  he  had 
an  insurable  interest  (id). 

21.  Hdd^  further y  that  the  facts  present- 
ed did  not  show  an  assignment  before 
loss,  to  a  party  vho  had  no  interest 
in  the  property,  within  the  principle 
of  the  oases,  but  a  case  where  the  re- 
lation of  insnrer  and  insured  existed 
between  the  defendant  and  H.,  the 

.   owner  of  Uie  property,  until  a  loss 

had  taken  place,  wnen  F.  as  appointee 

of  the  insured,  stepped  in  and  claimed 

.  under  the  aflreement  that  the  insurer 

should  pay  the  money  to  him  {Id), 

22.  I^  after  an  insurance  is  effected  up- 
on goods  in  a  specified  building,  the 
insured  rent  a  part  of  the  bnilamg  to 
other  persons,  who  apply  the  same  to 
purposes  prohibited  oy  the  policy  as 
being  hazardous,  or  extra  hazardous, 
this  will  avoid  the  policy,  although  the 

Soods  insured  are  not  m  that  part  of 
le  building  so  let  ULppl^  agt.  The 
Firemen'M  Fund  Inguranoe  Oo.  46 
Barh.  454). 

23.  Where  an  insurance  is  made  upon 
goods  in  a  specified  building,  gener- 
aU^r,  so  as  to  cover  goods  in  any  part 
of  it,  the  insured  cannot  escape  the 
consequences  of  allowing  a  hazardous 
business  to  be  caned  on  in  any  part 
of  the  building  by  tenants,  by  show- 
ing that  he  only  occupied  a  part  of 
the  building,  and  not  the  whole,  as 
described  in  the  policy  (id). 

21.  Independent  of  any  specific  agree- 
ment Detween  insurers  and  the  in- 
sured, the  ordinary  currency  of  the 
oounlary  would  be  considerea  as  the 
basis  upon  which  the  policies  were  is- 
sued, and  upon  which  any  settlement 
of  losses  incurred  shoula  be  made, 
and  profits  realized.  But  where  there 
is  a  special  contract  that  the  premi- 
ums wall  be  paid  in  gold,  and  the 
losses  be  paid  in  the  same  currency, 
the  company  on  declaring  its  divi- 
dends shoula  allow  the  holders  of  such 
policies  a  certificate  for  their  share 
of  the  profits  in  accordance  with  a 
gold  standard,  as  compared  with  cur- 
rency {Luling  agt.  The  AilarUiG Mutu- 
al Ins,  Ob.  45  Barb.  510). 


25. 


K  In  such  a  case,  a  notice  issued  by 
the  insurers,  to  tne  effect  that  dealen 
making  insurances  payable  in  gold 
are  to  participate  wuh  others  in  the 
earnings,  ana  that  ttiey  will  be  com- 
puted and  made  payable  in  currency, 
will  not  affect  the  legal  bearing  of  the 
contract,  or  alter  the  legal  intendment 
arisinjg;  from  it  And  the  delivery  to, 
and  the  acceptance  by,  the  insured  of 
certificates  of  earnings  issued  by  the 
company  in  pursuance  of  such  notice, 


will  not  be  a  bar  to  an  action  by  the 
policy  holders,  to  compel  a  readjust- 
ment of  the  dividends,  and  to  correct 
errors  in  the  mode  of  computing  and 
.  fixing  the  amount  to  which  they  artt 
entitled  {Id), 

26.  The  policy  holders  are  not  bound  to 
return  sucn  certificates,  or  run  the 
hazard  of  being  precluded  from  ob- 
taini^^  what  they  are  legally  entitled 

27.  Where  in  a  policy  of  insurance,  ths 
loss  is  made  i)ayable  to  a  third  peraon, 
who  has  no  interest  in  the  property 
insured,  but  claims  the  insurance  as 
collateral  security  for  liabilities  in- 
curred for  the  insured,  prior  to  the 
insurance,  he  can,  in  case  ot  loss, 
maintain  an  action  for  the  insurance 
money,  and  recover  in  his  own  name 
(JFWnAagt.  TheSan^pden  Inturanoe 
Co,  anUy  80). 

28.  Where  papers  containing  preliminaxy 
proofs  of  loss  bv  fire  are  served  on 
and  received  by  £he  insurance  compa- 
ny, without  objection,  it  is  too  late  ror 
the  company  on  the  trial,  to  object 
that  these  preliminary  proofs  were  de- 
fective ana  insufficient:  especially  so 
where  the  loss,  when  it  oecame  paya- 
ble, was  refhsed  to  be  paid  on  uie 

g'ound  alone  that  the  risk  had  been 
creased    {Brown  agt    The  KhtoB 
Oounty  Fire  Ituuranoe  Oo,  ante,  506). 

29.  Where  the  defendants  by  their  pol- 
icy, insured  the  plaintiff  against  loss 
or  damage  by  fire,  on  his  stock  of 
drugs,  chemicals  and  other  merchan- 
dise, "hazardous  and  extra  hazaiv 
dous  :**  ITeM,  that  the  policy  did  not 
become  void,  nor  the  defendants  non- 
liable,  by  reason  of  the  plaintiff  pla- 
cing to  warm  upon  a  stove  up^  the 
premises,  about  five  gallons  of  an  in- 
namable  compound,  called  ointment, 
bv  reason  of  which  the  fire  was  occa- 
sioned {Id). 

80.  It  is  usual  for  druggists  to  mix  va- 
rious kinds  of  ointment,  and  to  melt 
it  on  their  stoves,  as  was  done  in  this 
case;  and  the  insurers  must  be 
deemed  to  be  acquainted  with  the  bu- 
siness, and  to  have  included  it  in  the 
risk  (id). 

81.  If  the  risk  had  not  been  increased 
within  the  spirit  of  the  conditions  so 
as  to  avoid  tne  poUcy.  then  it  is  no 
defense  that  the  plaintiff  might  have 
been  more'carefiu  in  the  management 
of  a  business  which  the  pohcy  per- 
mitted him  to  carry  on  {Id). 
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INTEBNAL  BEVENUE. 

1.  Where  the  proportionable  amount  of 
the  tax  on  gross  receipts  of  a  railroad 
company,  imposed  by  the  T7.  S.  inter- 
nal revenue  uiw.  which  is  allowed  by 
.  the  statute  to  oe  added  to  and  col- 
'.  lected  with  the  fare  of  each  passenff er, 
is  a  fractional  part  of  one  cent :  Edd^ 
that  the  company  is  limited  to  such 
fractional  amoimc,  and  there  being  no 
coin  in  which  it  can  be  paid,  the  loss 
must  fall  on  the  company,  and  not  on 
the  passengers  { Black  agt.  SixEth  Ave. 
IC.  n.  Oo.  i  Daly,  SS»). 

JX7D0UENT. 

1.  An  irregularity  in  the  mode  of  enter- 
ing up  a  Judgment,  is  waiyed  by  an 
appeal  from  the  Judgment ;  and  after 
an  affirmance  upon  the  appeal  a  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  the  Judgment  for  ir- 
regularity will  not  be  entertained 
(Mayor,  dbc,  agt.  Lyons,  1  Daly,  296). 

%  Tbe  defendants  having  lost  the  right 
to  move  to  set  aside  the  Judgment, 
upon  the  ground  of  irregujanty,  the 
court  permitted  the  plaintiff  to  amend 
the  Judgment  by  entering  it  up  for  the 
penalty,  that  other  suitors,  if  any, 
might  oe  enabled  to  have  the  amounts 
xecovered  bj  them  levied  under  the 
Judgment  {Id), 

8.  In  an  action  against  a  constable's 
bond  in  the  city  of  New  York,  where 
it  has  been  adjudged  that  the  answer 
was  frivolou^  it  is  erroneous  to  enter 
up  a  general  Judgment  for  the  sum 
mentioned  in  the  complaint.  Judg- 
ment should  be  entered  up  for  the 
pen^^  of  the  bond,  and  the  court 
moved  for  an  order,  under  the  act  of 
1813,  directing  so  much  money  to  be 
levied  upon  the  judgment  as  shall  be 
Buficient  to  satisfy  the  debt  or  dam- 
ages of  the  party  aggrieved  {Mayor, 
Si.  agt.  Lyons,  I  Daly,  296). 

i.  In  such  an  action  the  summons 
should  be  for  relief,  under  subdivision 

two  of  section  129  of  the  Code  (Id). 

• 

H,  In  an  action  against  Joint  debtors  or 
obligors  where  all  are  named  as  de- 
fendants a  sevend  Judgment  cannot 
be  given  {Sage  agt.  N'Ushole,  1  Daly,  1). 

0.  U;  in  equitable  actions,'  all  the  ques- 
tions in  controversy  between  the  par- 
ties have  been  determined  upon  the 
hearing,  and  what  remains  is  merely 
the  machinery  set  in  motion  by  the 
court  to  carry  its  decision  into  effect, 
its  decision  is  flnaL  But  if  anything 
is  left  involving  ftiture  litigation,  the 
determination  upon  which  might  af- 
i!ect  the  ultimate  adjustment  of  the 


rights  of  the  parties,  the  decision,  de- 
cree or  order  made,  is  merely  interlo- 
cutory {Smith  agt.  Letms,  1  Daty^ 
402). 

7.  Heid,  that  a  Judgment  obtained  ia  a 
court  of  common  pleas,  in  1846.  was 
not  a  suit  or  proceeding  "pending" 
in  that  court  on  the  first  Monday  of 
Jnly,  1847,  when  the  constitution  of 
1846  took  cffecL  and  did  not,  by  the 

Jtrovisions  of  the  5th  section  of  the 
4th  article  thereof,  become  trans- 
ferred into  either  the  supreme  or  the 
county  court.    Yet  it  remained  a  valid 

iudgment ;  and  the  lerislature  having 
)y  the  Judidanr  act  or  1847  providsa 
that  an  execution  to  o^ect  such  a 
Judgment  might  be  issued  out  of  the 
county  court  thereby  organized,  if  it 
is  necessary,  in  consequence  of  the 
lapse  of  time,  to  apply  for  leave  to 
issue  an  exi^cution,  the  county  court 
is  the  tribunal  to  which  the  applica- 
tion should  be  made.  The  supreme 
court  has  no  power  to  order  an  execu- 
tion to  be  issued,  in  such  a  case  (  Wey- 
man  agt  CMUie,  44  Barb.  403). 

8.  If  a  iudcpment  has  been  set  aside 
upon  the  ground  of  the  insufficient 
of  the  proofiB  made  to  the  Judeo  as  the 
basis  of  an  order  for  puDhcatioD 
against  the  defendant  as  a  non-resi- 
dent, it  is  no  longer  of  any  validity, 
for  any  purpose,  so  as  to  protect  any 
parties  tbr  acts  done  under  it,  except 
mere  ministerial  officers  (TFeflesagt. 
Thornton,  46  Barb.  890). 

9.  Such  a  Judgment  will  constitute  no 
justification  or  protection  to  a  person 
not  a  jparty  to  the  suit,  who  deUvers 
up  to  the  receiver  appomted  therein| 
property  which,  as  bailee,  he  is  bound 
to  keep  for  his  bailor  {Id). 

10.  The  affidavit  verifying  a  statement 
of  the  indebtedness,  on  a  confession 
of  judgment,  is  substantiallj  an  alle- 
gation forming  a  part  of  the  statement 
preceding  it,  stating  that  the  matters 
nefore  set  forth  are  true^  and  being 
signed  by  the  party  makmg  it,  is  a 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  Code,  in  that  reopect 
{Moeher  agt.  BeydrUk.  45  Bcarb. 
•49).' 

IL  An  allegation,  in  such  an  affidavit, 
*'  that  the  1»/c\k  stated  in  the  above 
confession  are  true,"  is  in  effect  an 
averment  that  the  statemct  is  true, 
and  it  is  therefore  a  sufficient  verifi- 
cation {Id). 

12.  Clerks  of  counties  being  classed 
among  the  Judicial  officers,  an  affidsr- 
vit  taken  before  a  notary  pubUc  may 
be  used  before  any  derk ;  and  under 
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sortion  884  of  the  Code,  alndgment 
on  confeesionmay  be  entered  with  any 
comity  derk,  and  not  merely  in  the 
oonn^  where  the  statement  antboriz- 
ing  it  was  Terifled  (Id). 

18.  An  adjudication  in  a  former  Boit,  is 
oonoliuiiye,  ae  regards  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  at  the  time ;  bnt  if  a  de- 
fanae  to  the  daim,  which  they  ooold 
not  then  have  interposed,  subsequent- 
ly arises  and  accmes  to  the  defend- 
ants, they  should  not  be  estopped  by 
the  Judgment  {Smith  agt.  MoCtuskey, 
45  Barb.  610). 

li.  The  legislature,  in  requirinff  the 
statement  of  facts  acoomiwnymg  a 
Judgment  by  confession  to  be  properly 
Termed  by  the  oath  of  the  party,  in- 
tended that  in  so  fitf  as  it  rehttea  to 
things  within  his  own  knoKfledge,  he 
should  affirm  it  to  be  true  {Ingram 
agt.  Bobbins,  88  N,  T,  R,  409). 

15.  Where  the  party  only  swears  (hat  ho 
«  belleyes  the  aboye  statement  of  con- 
fessien  is  true,*'  the  affidavit  is  insoffi- 
dent,  and  the  judgment,  if  entered 
thereupon,  will  be  yaoatea  {Id). 

16.  To  allow  parties  to  adopt  a  form  of 
words  less  binding  upon  their  oon- 
Bcience  than  a  direct  afiumation.  would 
weaJken  the  safeguards  which  the  law 
has  proyided^  and  therefore  will  not 
be  allowed  {Id). 

JXTDGIUENT  DEBTOR. 

L  An  action  by  a  Judgment  creditor  to 
reach  real  estate  oonyeyed  to  the  wife 
of  lus  jud^ent  debtor,  a  part  of  the 
consideration  for  suchconyevanoe  be- 
hig  paid  by  the  Judgment  debtor,  who 
is  alleged  to  be  insolyent,  cannot  be 
sustained^  where  the  presumption  of 
fraud,  which  attaches  uj  reason  of  the 
payment  of  such  consideration,  is 
oycroome  by  the  eyidence  {Ackerman 
agt.  Salmon,  ante,  259). 

3.  And  eyidence  tending  to  show  that 
Uie  debt  to  the  plaintiff  was  contract- 
ed by  a  partner  of  the  Judgment  debt- 
or, of  wnlch  the  latter  was  ignoMit 
at  the  time  he  paid  the  consideratRn 
money,  and  that  the  plaintiff  made  no 
claim  against  him  personally  lall  after 
the  conyeyance  to  his  wife,  was  prop- 
erly admissible,  to  show  the  want  of  a 
firaudulent  intent  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  {Id). 

8.  It  is  only  in  cases  where  a  dear  snr- 

Elus  will  exists  after  a  reasonable  sum 
MB  been  appropriated  to  the  support 
of  the  person  for  whose  benefit  a  trust 
has  been  created,  that  courts  of 
equity  are  authorised  to  interfere  in 


behalf  of  Judgment  credit«>ra,  t\u(\  di 
yert  a  portion  of  the  incomu  or  annu- 
ity so  dedicated,  to  the  payment  of 
the  debts  of  such  person  {Genet  agt. 
Beekman^  ante,  286). 

See  Gbeditob's  AonoN. 

JX7DGMENT  OBEDITOB. 

1.  An  action  by  a  Judgment  creditor  to 
reach  real  estate  oonyeyed  to  the  wife 
of  his  Jud^ent  debtor,  a  part  of  the 
consideration  for  such  conyeyance  be- 
ing paid  by  the  Judgment  debtor, 
who  IS  alleged  to  be  insolyent,  cannot 
be  Bustained,  where  the  presumption 
of  fraud,  which  attaches  oy  reason  of 
the  payment  of  such  consideration,  is 
oyeroome  by  the  eyidence  {Ackerman 
agt,  SaJmon,  ante,  289). 

2.  And  eyidence  tending  to  show  that 
the  debt  to  ^e  plaintiff  was  contract- 
ed by  a  partner  of  the  Judgment 
debtor,  of  which  the  latter  was  ite- 
rant at  the  tpne  he  paid  the  consider- 
ation money,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
made  no  claim  against  him  personally 
till  after  the  conyeyance  to  his  wife, 
was  properly  admissible,  to  show  the 
want  of  a  fraudulent  intent  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants  (id). 

8.  It  is  (mly  in  cases  where  a  dear  snr- 

Elus  will  exist,  after  a  reasonable  sum 
as  been  appropriated  to  the  support 
of  a  person  for  whose  benefit  a  trust 
has  been  created,  that  courts  of  cani- 
ty are  authorized  to  interfere  in  oe- 
half  of  Judgment  creditors,  and  di- 
yert  a  portion  of  the  income  or  anuity 
so  dedicated,  to  the  payment  of  tiie 
debts  of  such  person  (Qenei  agt. 
Beekman,  anie,  286). 

Bee  Cbzditob*8  Aotiok. 

JUBISDIOnON. 

1.  It  is  the  right  of  the  purty  affected, 
to  assail  an  act  of  a  public  officer  for 
want  of  Jurisdiction ;  and  he  does  noi 
preclude  himself  from  so  doing  by 
any  agreement  not  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion, eyen  if  founded  on  a  suffident 
consideration  {Grocer^  NoHonai 
Bank  agt.  GUxrk,  ante,  116). 

2.  Appearing  and  participating  in  pro- 
ceeoings  oyer  which  a  court  or  officer 
has  not  Jurisdiction,  does  not  preyeni 
a  party  mim  assailing  them  fat  want 
ofit  {Id). 

3.  Where  an  officer  has  authority  and 
Jurisdiction  to  grant  a  discharge  to 
an  imprisoned,  insolyent  debtor,  un- 
der the  Beyised  Statutes  {ArU  5  eft.  6, 
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^1,  part  2),  a  plaintiff  in  an  action 
against  snch  delbtor,  has  a  right  to 
object  to  the  discharge  of  the  defend- 
ant firom  arrest,  upon  or  by  reason  of 
his  claim  unless  it  is  a  claim  arising 
on  contract  (Id), 

i.  The  committee  or  ffnardian.  residing 
oat  of  the  Jurisdiction  of  tne  court, 
properly  applied  by  petition  for  the 
appointment  of  a  guardian  ad  litem, 
rebiding  within  its  Jurisdiction  (Bo- 
gers  agt.  McLean,  anie,  279). 

5.  The  courts  of  this  state  have  no  Ju- 
risdiction over  lands  in  this  state  pur- 
chased by  the  United  States,  with  the 
consent  of,  and  ceded  bv  the  st^te, 
for  the  erection  of  post  offices,  custom 
houses,  court  rooms,  forts,  magazines, 
arsenals,  dock  yards  and  o^er  need- 
ful buildings  {iJibble  agt.  C^vp,  ante, 
420). 

6.  Congress  is  vested  with  the  same  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction  over  such  places 
as  it  pcwsesses  oyer  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  the  same  results  fol- 
low. Consequently,  the  inhabitants 
of  such  places,  actually  dwelling  there- 
in, are  not  entitled  to  the  exercise 
of  the  elective  franchise  at  state  elec- 
tions, nor  to  the  other  political  privi- 
leges exclusively  belonging  to  the  cit- 
izens of  the  state  (Id), 

7.  Nor  have  the  courts  of  this  state  ju- 
risdiction of  an  action  of  ejectment  to 
recover  dower  in  such  lands,  where 
the  land  was  purchased  by  the  United 
States  from  the  husband  of  the  claim- 
ant, and  ceded  by  the  state,  while  he 
was  living,  and  the  right  of  dower  of 
the  wife  was  inchoate  (Id). 

8.  B  seems,  that  the  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture of  tnis  state,  giving  the  consent, 
and  ceding  the  Unds  to  the  United 
States  after  such  purchase,  vested  the 
fee  of  the  whole  premises  in  the  Uni- 
ted States,  free  from  any  claim  of 
dower  {Id), 

9.  The  courts  of  New  Tork  have  juris- 
diction of  actions  for  torts  in  regard 
to  property,  although  they  were  com- 
mittod  out  of  the  sukto,  and  although 
the  parties  were  resident  abroad,  if. 
the  defendant  is  served  with  process 
here  {Lalowette  agt  Qarke,  45  Barb. 
827;. 

10.  So  held'  in  respect  to  an  action 
brought  by  a  citizen  of  Missouri 
against  a  citizen  of  Connecticut,  for 
combining  and  conspiring  with  other 
citizens  of  the  lattor  state  to  defraud 
the  plainiiff  by  false  representations 
as  to  the  soundness  of  an  insurance 
company  (Clbbxb,  J.  dissented).  (Id). 


11.  The  general-  term  of  the  supreme 
court  have  jurisdiction  of  an  appeal 
to  the  chancellor  from  the  decision  of 
a  vice^hanceUor,  deelaring  the  rights 
of  the  complaixiants,  and  referring 
the  matters  to  a  master  for  a  proper 
accounting,  which  appeal  was  pendmg 
at  the  time  the  court  of  chancery  was 
abolished  by  the  constitution,  oc,  in 
18«6  (ffreen agt  Oivan,  dSN.Y.B. 
843). 

SeeDowxB. 

JUBY. 

1.  The  dimensions  of  a  roof  being 
known,  and  the  number  and  character 
of  the  rain  storms  within  a  certain 
period  beinff  shown,  the  jury  have 
data  upon  which  they  may  determine 
the  quantitv  of  rain  which  was  prob- 
ably preciptated  firom  the  roof  during 
that  period.  And  a  question  to  a  wit- 
ness as  to  the  quantity  of  such  rain  is 
wholly  scientific,  and  being  put  to  a 
witness  who  was  not  shown  to  be  fa- 
miliar with  the  laws  which  govern 
the  subject,  was  properly  excluded 
Thomas  agt.  Kenyan,  1  Daly,  132). 

2.  Where  a  question  stands  doubtftil 
upon  an  unoontroverted  state  of  facts 
or  where  the  facts  will  admit  of  either 
of  two  conclusions,  the  solution  of  the 
question  should  be  left  to  thejuiy, 
and  theiv  determination  is  controlling 
and  final  (PUioe  agt.  Iklloain,  1 
Daly,  266). 

JUSTICE'S  COUBTS. 

1.  Notwithstandin j[  the  defendamt,  in  a 
suit  before  a  iustice  of  the  peace,  fiuls 
to  appear  at  the  trial,  the  plaintiff 
must  establish  his  cause  of  action  by 
legal  evidence  {Armstrong  agt  BraUh, 
44  Barb.  120). 

2.  It  is  well  estabHshed  that  in  order  to 
reverse  proceedings  of  a  justice's 
court,  proper  objections  must  De  there 
taken.    Every  reasonable  intendment 


will  be  indulged  in  support  of  a Judg- 

rint  of  that  court  {Ihm  agt  Jjuna, 
Barb.  459). 


3.  Where  the  plaintiff  recovers  jndg- 
ment  in  the  justice's  court  for  tlOO, 
and  on  appeal  to  the  county  court, 
serves  an  offer  on  the  defendant  to 
oorreot  it,  by  taking  $25  less,  which  offer 
the  defendant  does  not  accept,  the  de- 
fendant cannot  prove  the  offer  in  the 
county  court  for  the  purpose  of  sub- 
stantiating his  assertion  to  the  juxr, 
that  the  offer  was  evidence  that  iks 
jpiain^  Jiad  no  confidence  in  his  case 
{Finney  agt  Veeder,  ante,  14). 


NEW  YOSK  FBAOTIGE  BEFOBTB. 


575 


Digest 


I.  Whether  it  was  neoeeauy  to  prove  the 
offer  in  reference  to  the  gneetion  of 
costs.  Dub,  It  seems,  that  the  offer 
might  he  used  on  the  a4|natment  of 
ooets.  withoat  being  proved  in  the 
oonnty  oonrt  {Id), 

B.  In  a  fMbicffs  court,  it  irtferences  are 
.    to  be  mdnlsed  they  must  be  in  sup- 

e»rt  of  and  not  against  its  proceed- 
gs ;  and  where  a  party  seeks  to  re- 
Terse  the  judgment  he  mast  show 
affirmatively  that  error  has  been  com- 
mitted, and  that  he  has  been  preju- 
diced thereby  {Martin  agt.  Rougfi&n, 
ante,  82). 

6.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  party  may 
litigate  a  question  of  lioenae  in  a  jus- 
tice's court  {Id), 

7.  k  justice  cf  (he  peace  in  making  a  re- 
turn  to  an  appeal,  acts  ministerially. 
And  he  is  liable  for  a  false  reium  to  an 
appeal  for  any  damages  which  a  party, 
to  such  appeal  piay  sustain  {MacDonr 
eU  agt.  Bi^ffuan,  ante,  154). 

8.  Where  competent  evidence  is  offored 
on  the  trial,  and  rejected  by  the  Jus- 
tice; and  at  the  time  the  justice  makes 
his  return,  or  amended  return  on  ap- 
peal, he  recollects  the  fiict,  or  by  a 
proper  effort  to  refresh  his  memory, 
ne  can  bring  the  facts  to  his  recollec- 
tion ;  and  ii  he  intentionally  omits  or 
neglects  to  use  such  effort,  with  a  do- 
sign  on  his  part  to  prevent  a  reversal 
01  the  judgment,  and  wholly  neglects 
to  return  such  fact,  he  is  liable  m  an 
action  of  damages  for  a  false  return, 
to  the  whole  amount  of  damages 
which  the  appellant  may  show  ho 
has  sustained  in  consequence  of  such 
fidse  return  {Id), 

9.  The  Justice  in  such  action  cannot  sus- 
tain nia  defense,  that  his  ruling,  re- 
jecting the  evidence,  if  actually  made, 
was  right  under  the  pleadings :  that 
such  evidence  was  not  receivable  un- 
der a  denial  answer  ;  that  it  was  new 
matter,  and  should  have  been  pleaded: 
where  it  is  shown  that  the  action  tried 
before  him  was  one  for  carelessly  and 
negligently  running  against  the  plain- 
tifrs  wagon,  and  mjuring  it  to  his 
damage  of  $50,  the  defendant's  answer 
being  a  denial  merely :  and  the  evi- 
dence offered  by  the  defendant  and 
rejected  by  the  justice,  tended  to  show 
that  the  negligence  on  (he  part  qf  (he 
pUiin^ig^  conimuted  U>  (he  ir^ury  {Id) 

10.  This  evidence  should  have  been  re- 
ceived under  the  denial  answer,  as  it 
tended  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  had 
no  cause  of  action ;  consequently  it 


was  not  necessary  to  set  it  up  and 
plead  it  as  new  matter  (id). 

See  Notice  or  Afpkai*. 

See  SumcoiiB,  1.  2. 

JUSTIOES  OF  THE  FEAOE. 

1.  A  justice  of  the  peace  has  power  to 
amend  a  summons,  by  correcting  the 
vear  named  in  it.  after  the  parties 
have  appeared  in  the  cause,  where  no 
objection  is  taken  to  the  summons, 
and  no  motion  is  made  to  quash  the 
proceedings  on  account  of  the  error 
{Bradbury  agt.  Van  Nostrand,  45 
Barb,  194). 

-       LAKDLOBD  AND  TENANT. 

1.  The  defendant  leased  to  the  plaintiff 
certain  jpremises.  with  a  clause  there- 
in as  follows :  "In  case  the  said  Civ- 
ill  shall  sell  the  said  premises  at  any 
time  after  the  first  two  years,  he  shafi 
pay  to  said  Seaman  fifty  dollars,  and 
allow  him  to  gather  the  crops  there 
sown  or  planted  upon  said  premises, 
and  Seaman  to  give  it  up  to  said  Civ- 
ill."    After  two  years  Civill  sold  the 

{)remises  to  Seaman,  the  plaintiff  and 
essee,  and  Seaman  brought  this  ac- 
tion to  recover  the  fifty  doUMS :  Setd^ 
that  he  could  not  recover  {Seaman 
agt  aviU,  ante,  62). 

2.  The  assignee  of  a  lease  reserving 
rent,  is  liable  for  rent  only  as  long  as 
he  remains  iu  the  legal  relation  of  as- 
signee ;  and  when  he  assigns  to  an- 
other, and  the  latter  accepts  the  as- 
signment, all  further  liability  on  the 
part  of  the  former  is  at  an  end  {Siffke 
agt.  JToc^  ante,  88S). 

S.  The  consent  of  the  landlord  or  lessor, 
that  the  lessee  may  assign  the  lease 
to  another,  operates  as  a  discharge 
thereafter  of  the  covenant  that  the 
lease  should  not  be  assigned,  without 
the  lessor's  consent  {la). 

L  A  conveyance  in  general  terms,  of  a 
house,  passes  everything  that  belongs 
to  the  house  with  it,  and  whether  a 
thing  is  parcel  or  not  of  the  thing  de- 
mised, is  always  matter  of  evidence 
{Oary  agt.  Thompson,  1  Daly,  35). 

5.  The  plaintiff,  by  a  sealed  lease,  rent" 
ed  to  defendant  two  houses,  describ' 
ing  them  as  Nos.  162  and  164  SevenUi 
avenue  :  Bdd.  that  parol  evidence 
was  admissible  to  show  that  a  certain 
rear  yard  or  lot  passed  with  the  de- 
mise of  the  two  houses  {Id), 

6.  Where  a  lease  contains  a  covenant 
for  renewal  upon  k  rent  to  be  fixed  b^ 
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■lUtratoni,  ibiu]  thuciireiuDt  is  afimt 
■8  to  Uiu  limo  irbea  luch  ■rbltnlura 
■hiJl  be  Hppointed,  the  covaiunt  viU 
be  coiiBtiued  to  meui  thtt  tbar  sb&ll 
be  ■pp<riDted  k  rewoluJile  time  befare 
the  expirktioii  ot  the  t^se  ( WeOt  ut. 
Dt  laser,  I  Daiv.SS). 
I,  A.  leasee,  andec  sash  »  covenuit, 
bkTing  been  notifled  that  the  lessor 
bad  tppointed  an  urbitnitar,  uid  be- 
ing required  to  appoint  one  on  hia 
own  behalA  before  the  expirslion  of 
the  leMe,  and  haTins  failed  to  do  ao, 
IiM,  at  the  option  of  Qte  laaaor,  waived 
Ua  light  to  aooh  Nnewal;  and  the 
landltnd  having  givan  the  leesee  no- 
tioe  that  he  shoDld  require  him  to  pa; 
a  rent  of  tSOO — this  was  held  a  new 
letting  from  year  to  ;ear,  and  not  a 
renewal  ot  the  former  lease  {Id). 


defendant  m&de  the  contract  ol  hiring, 
withimt  knowledge  that ' '  '  ea 

had  been  previongl;  oc  a 

brothel,  with  the  assent  a- 

tUt  who  ftsndulently,  an  at 

to  deceive,  bad  Enppres» t ; 

and  that  baring  entered  Into  the  oo- 
cnpation  of  the  premlBes,  he  and  bis 
famOT  wore  so  annored  and  tnanlted 
bflewd  pereona  ealHog  at  all  times 
during  the  da;  and  evening  to  obtain 
entrance  tor  impropar  porpoaes,  that 
lie  oonld  not  qnletl;  and  peacefoU; 


V  the  premises,  and  was  thereby 
Bnoted  therefrom  b;  the  wrongfbl  act 
of  the  plaintiff:    Beld,  on  a  motion 


for  judgment  on  the  pleadings, 

fense  to  the  action.  Upon  a  dcrDiae, 
the  landlord  Is  not  bound  to  dincloae 
to  a  leaaeo  (he  asea  to  which  tho  de- 
mised premises  have  been  previoasly 
pat,  and  in  the  absenco  of  an;  express 
ODirsnanta  in  the  lease,  there  oan  be 
none  implied  by  which  the  Isbbot  can 
beheld  aa  warranting  the  premisea 
fit  fbr  the  pnrposes  for  which  the;  u« 
noted.  The  landlord  cannot  be  h^d 
liable  for  the  condnot  of  strangera, 
and  eepeciall;  when  reUef  might  be 
had  againat  them  on  application  to  the 
police  ;  nor  can  the  acte  of  strangers 
claiming  nnder  no  title,  produce  an 
eviction  IXe^la  ogt.  Soioerman,  t 
Daly,  99). 
S.  The  covenant  of  aolet  enjoyment  ex- 
pressed or  implied  in  a  lease,  onl; 
goes  to  the  eit«iit  of  Gogaging  that 
the  landlord  has  a  good  title,  and  can 
give  a  free  and  mimcamber»d  Icaae 
of  the  premises  demised.    The  acts 

-.J .  .i.:_: Jjriiny 

-arded 


M  a'breaoh  of  socQi  .. 
part  of  the  lessor  (Jd). 


11.  A  tenant  frinn  month  to  month,  is 
nnder  no  obtigation  to  make  sab> 
stantisl  repairs  (Johtiton  agt  J>ixon, 
J  Daly,  178). 

11  The  lesaoT  la  boind  to  make  sneh 
repain  as  are  neeeasiUT  to  make  tha 
premises  secnre  and  safe  kr  the  por- 
poeea  for  which  the;  are  rented  ;  and 
if  its  insecnrit;  is  niown  to  htm.  It  is 
negllKonce  not  to  do  so.  He  nUs 
that  tho  tenant  takes  premisea  at  bis 
own  risk  ioateat  etnplor),  does  not 
apply  where  the  premises  become 
dangerous  oc  nninUkbilablo  by  the 
wrongful  act  or  deftolt  of  the  land- 
lord (Id). 


e^lanation  of  it,.u>d  said  he  wmld 
attend  to  it,  and,  tbrongh  relying  on 
mch  explanation  aod  promise,  in  eoo- 
seqnence  of  the  inseooii^  of  the 
floor,  the  horse  was  iqjured ;  "-''' 
that  this  wsa  negligenoo  on  th 
of  the  landlord,  and  t^t  the  tauxik 
might  reoover  damages  for  ssoh  in- 
Jnr;  {Id). 


npon  the  assniance  of  the  Uodlord 
that  be  will  ^ve  him  a  lease  for  ten 
years  at  a  stipnlated  rent,  and  qnits 
the  premises  apon  the  landlord's  re- 
fusing to  do  so,  there  is  no  implied 
agreement  for  the  pa;ment  of  rent 
doling  the  period  of  occnpatiim. 
There  most  bo  some  act  of  the  pai^ 
ties  from  which  tjie  law  implies  an 
agreemant  to  occnp;  tbr  a  year,  to 
create  a  yearly  tenancy,  and  onloss 
sncb  acts  can  be  shown,  the  law  will 
not  make  a  contract  for  them  IQreO' 
ton  agt.  Smilh,  1  J)aty,  380). 


promised  lease,  and  left  before  tni  ex- 
piration of  next  quarter,  npon  the 
Undlord  putting  up  a  bill  annonndng 
that  the  premi^  wore  to  lot,  and  on 
bis  rehisal  to  exeante  and  dejinr  the 
lease :  Held,  the  occupant  was  not 
bound  to  pa;  rent  for  the  portion  of 
the  quarter  which  he  bad  ocenpied. 
There  was  not  in  moh  a  oaae,  that 
balding  orer  which  will  create  a  t«a- 
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anoy  firom  year  to  year,  or  that  i^^ee- 
ment  for  oooupatioQ  which  wonla  be 
Talid  by  statute  until  the  first  of  May 
loUowing,  or  which  would  entitle  the 
Imdloro,  under  the  statute,  to  a  rea- 
sonable satiafiKction  for  use  and  ooou- 
pi^ian.  Although  such  parol  agre^ 
ment  was  void  by  the  statute  of 
frauds,  the  plaintuf  is  not  entitled 
thereby  to  any  advantage.  The  law 
will  leave  him  to  the  consequences  of 
an  act,  which,  if  injurious,  he  might 
have  avoided  (Id), 

16.  The  plaintiif  was  in  possession  of 
certain  premises  under  a  parol  agree- 
ment with  the  owner  that  he  should 
have  a  lease  for  five  years  after  May 
first  following.  The  defendant  hav- 
ing oeoome  the  owner  of  the  premi- 
ses, the  plaintiff  s^^reed  in  writiiur  to 
surrender  possession  of  them  to  nim 
on  the  first  of  October  preoeding  said 
first  day  of  Mav,  on  payment  of  $850: 
fTeld,!.  That  tne  parol  agreement  be- 
tween plaintiff  and  first  owner  was 
valid,  and  gave  the  plaintifi  a  right  of 
possession  until  the  first  day  or  May, 
thereafter.  2.  That  the  plaintifTs 
agreement  with  the  defendant  was 
founded  upon  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion^ and  was  valid ;  and  the  plaintiff 
havmg  performed  on  his  part,  was 
entitled  to  compel  a  performance  on 
the  part  of  the  aefendant.  To  entitle 
plaintiff  to  recover  the  amount  agreed 
to  be  paid  on  his  surrender  of  posses- 
sion, he  was  bound  to  show  tnat  he 
was  ready  and  willing  to  surrender  on 
the  day  agreed  on,  unless  a  strict 
compliance  with  the  condition,  on  that 
day,  was  waived  by  the  defendant ; 
and  if  such  were  tne  fact,  it  rested 
with  the  plaintiff  to  show  it.  What 
facts  will  show  a  waiver  ci  strict  per- 
formance? Query,  (Bogert  agt. 
Dean,  1  J)aJtg,  259.) 

17.  One  who  has  acknowledged  the 
right  of  another  to  premises,  and 
made  an  agreement  with  him  for  the 
occupation  thereof  by  himself  as  ten- 
ant, lor  a  limited  penod.  cannot  dis- 
pute his  landlord's  title  by  setting  up 
an  outstanding  title  held  by  himself, 
of  which  the  landlord  had  no  notice 
( 7^  People,  ex  rei.  Slover  agt  8linei\ 
45  Barb.  66). 

IB.  Summary  proceedings  under  the 
statute,  to  recover  the  possession  of 
land,  cannot  be  sustained  unless  the 
conventional  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant  exists  between  the  parties. 
The  relation  created  by  operation  of 
law,  merely,  will  not  answer  {The 
People,  ex  reU  SMbhcard  agt.  Anrds,  45 
Bca^,  80^). 

Vol*.  XX  XT. 


19.  Where  the  defendant  hired  the  re- 
lator to  work  for  him  one  year  on  his 
farm,  for  be  sum  of  $270,  and  vtas  to 
ftimish  him  house  room  for  himself 
and  family^  a  garden,  and  pasture  for 
a  cow  :  ifodj  that  this  was  not  a  de- 
mise of  premises  in  the  nature  of  a 
Tease,  creating  the  relation  of  landlord 
and  tenant  (Id), 

20.  That  the  relation  was  simply  that  ot 
employer  and  employee,  or  master 
aua  servant,  and  the  house  room,  gar- 
den and  pasture,  were  parts  merely, 
of  the  contract  fof  service,  and  oper- 
ated as  a  portion  of  the  oonsideration 
of  that  agreement  (id). 

21.  A  tenancT  ftom  year  to  year  is  ordi- 
narily implied  in  favor  of  the  owner, 
against  one  who  enters  under  a  parol 
demise  for  a  term  of  years,  void  by 
the  statute  of  frauds.  But  when  the 
entry  is  under  an  agreement  by  the 
owner  to  execute  a  vaUd  lease  in  wri- 
ting for  the  term,  and  he  afterwards, 
in  bad  faith,  refuses  to  execute  it,  re- 
pudiates the  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant^  and  within  the  year  resumes 
domimon  over  the  property,  he  is 
bound  by  his  election,  and  nas  no 
remedy  on  an  imphed  agreement  for 
intermediate  use  and  oocupation 
{QreUm  agt.  amiih,  8»  N.  Y.  JL  215). 

22.  A  provision  in  a  lease  against  sub* 
letting  the  demised  property,  without 
the  consent  of  the  lessor,  does  not  ap- 
ply to  a  mere  change  in  the  bilsiness 
nnn  of  the  lessees,  mcident  to  the  ad- 
mission of  a  new  partner  or  the  with- 
drawal of  an  old  one  (JSoosevett  agt. 
Eopldne,  S3  2i.  T.  Q.  81). 

23.  Where  the  lessor  proposed  a  provi- 
sion against  underletting  the  demised 
premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  the 
latter  clause,  on  the  objection  of  tiie 
lessees,  was  erased  before  execution. 
held,  that  the  undertaking  of  part  off 
the  premises  was  not  a  breach  of  the 
agreement,  the  lessees  continuing  in 
possession  of  the  residue  {Id). 

24.  A  lease  of  a  public  wharf  from  th^ 
mayor,  &o,,  of  New  York,  does  no' 
confer  upon  the  lessee  the  exclusive 
right  to  its  possession,  use  or  oontroL 
By  the  force  of  the  lease,  he  only  be-, 
comes  entitled  to  the  wharfage  aoom- 
ing  thereat  {Oommissionera  of  Pik>*8 
a£^  dark,  V^N.T.R-  261). 

25.  Under  such  lease,  such  wharf  con- 
tinues a  public  whaif,  and  all  vessels 
resorting  to  it  are  subject  to  the  gen- 
eral rules  of  law  regulating  the  use 
of  wharves,  slips  and  piers,  and  the 
mooring  and  stationing  ox  vessels. 
And  the  vessels  of  the  lessees  are  sub- 
ject to  the  same  rules,  &o.,  as  other 
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vessels  at  said  wharf.  Such  lessee 
cannot  lawfully  place  structures  upon 
such  pier  ibr  his  own  convenience, 
which  shall  materially  incumber  it,  or 
interfere  with  its  firee  use  for  purposes 
connected  with  navigation,  by  the 
general  public  (Id), 

96.  A  firm  acting  as  the  common  agent 
of  several  lines  of  vessels,  causing 
such  structures  to  be  erected  and 
maintained  for  their  accommodation 
as  such  agents,  though  they  charv^e 
the  expense  thereof  to  such  vessels, 
or  lines  of  vessels,  are  the  actors  in 
making  such  obstructions,  and  are 
liable  therefbr  (Id), 

S7.  The  rule  of  law  regarding  a  person 
holding  over  by  consent,  after  the  ex- 
piration of  his  term,  as  a  tenant  from 
J  rear  to  year,  is  applicable  only  to 
eases  of  real  estate  ( Chamberlain  agt. 
JPraU,  38  ilT.  Y.  B.  47). 

98.  A  tenanc;^  fix>m  year  to  year  is  ordi- 
narily impued  in  ravor  or  the  owner, 
against  one  who  enters  under  a  parol 
demise  for  a  term  of  years,  void  by 
the  statute  of  firauds  {Ghmm  agt. 
SmUh,  88  ir.  r.  jR.  246). 

29.  But  when  the  entry  is  under  an 
agreement  b^  the  owner  to  execute  a 
yaUd  lease  m  writing  for  the  term, 
and  he  afterwards,  in  oad  faith,  refu- 
ses to  execute  it,  repudiates  the  rela- 
tion of  landlord  and  tenant,  and  with- 
in tiie  year  resumes  dominion  over  the 
property,  he  is  bound  by  his  election, 
and  has  no  remedy  on  an  implied 
agreement  for  intermediate  use  and 
occupation  {Id) 

JO.  A  mortgu^e  on  lands  which  the 
morteagoT  had  previously  contracted 
to  sell,  passes  omy  his  actual  interest; 
and  one  who  acquires  his  title  at  a 
foreclosure  sale,  takes  it  subject  to  the 
equities  of  the  vendee  in  possession 
itaveriy  agt.  Jfoons,  83  If,   T,  JR. 

•81.-  A  vendee  who  has  ftdfllled  his  oon- 
tract  of  purchase,  may  obtain  a  de- 
cree for  spedflo  performance  against 
Sarties,  who,  with  notice  of  his  equi- 
[es,  succeeded  to  the  interest  of  the 
yendor  {Id). 

■98.  A  defendant  cannot  defeat  a  recov- 
ery, by  setting  *up  an  outstanding 
right  in  a  third  paixyj  who  acquiesces 
in  the  title  of  the  ptamtiif  ( Jcl). 


A  conveyance,  under  a  decree  of 
foreclosure,  of  premises  not  embraced 
in  the  sale,  does  not  pass  the  title, 
though  the  premises  were  embraced  I 
in  the  decree  {Id).  i 


34.  A  manifest  mistake  in  a  decree,  hy 
words  of  misdescription,  when  the 
premises  are  otherwise  sufficiently 
identified  and  described  on  the  flwse 
of  a  decree,  does  not  prejudice  the 
lights  of  the  portiee,  tne  words  of 

96.  A  lessor  who  has  consented  to  % 
change  of  tenancy,  and  has  permitted 
a  change  of  occupation,  and  received 
rent  from  the  new  tenants,  cannot  af- 
terwards charge  the  original  tenants 
for  rents  accrued  during  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  new  tenants  {Pag$  ijgL 
Mswoiih^  44  Barb,  6S6). 

LEaAOY. 

L  Where  then  is  no  provision  in  a  wQl 
specifVing  the  time  when  a  legacy 
snail  be  paid,  it  is  payable  one  year 
fromlhe  Ume qf  aranUn^  letters teeta" 
meniary  or  amMnutrahon  {Oaxn^pbdL 
agt.  Oowdrey,  atite,  172). 

2.  But  the  legatee,  in  such  case,  has  a 
right  to  the  inlereet  on  the  legacy  after 
one  year  from  the  death  of  the  testator 
or  tmestcUe.  The  old  rule  in  equity  is 
still  in  force  governing  the  payment 
of  interest  in  such  cases  {Id), 

LEGATEES. 

1.  Where  the  executrix  of  the  estate  of 
N.  E.  reoeived  as  ooUatenl  secoritj 
the  assignment  of  a  mortgage  held  in 
trust,  for  the  payment  of  a  penonal 
debt  of  the  trustee  due  to  the  estate, 
for  which  assignment  there  was  no 
leffal  consideration,  and  the  executrix 
collected  the  mon^  due  on  madh 
mortgage,  and  distributed  Uie  same 
among  the  next  of  kin  and  legatees 
of  said  e8tate,|in  an  action  brought  by 
the  cestui  que  trusts  against  sucn  next 
of  kin  and  legatees,  to  recover  the 
moneys  thus  distributed  to  them  as 

Sroceeds  of  said  mortgage:  J7etd, 
lat  such  next  of  kin  ana  legatees 
were  liable  therefor  ( Qreen  agt.  Owan. 
9S  N,  Y.  B,  043). 

2.  That  the  rights  of  the  partiee  were 
not  altered  by  the  fiact  that  the  de- 
fendants received,  at  the  same  time, 
other  moneys  thui  tihose  arising  oat 
of  such  mortgage  {Id). 

8.  That  receiving  the  plaintiff's  money 
without  giving  value  for  i^  they  are 


4.  The  answer  of  the  executrix  admit" 
ting  the  receipt  of  the  money  upon 
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Bach  mortgage  and  thna  cUatributed, 
ia  admiaaiole,  and  binding  apon  the 
defendants  made  parties  alter  her 
death  by  bill  of  reyivor  and  sapple- 
ment  (Id). 


USaiSLATUBE. 

1.  It  is  competent  for  the  iegislatnre  to 
dispose  of  the  interests  of  infiuits  and 
of  persons  not  in  esse,  and  to  declare 
that  a  deed  exeonted  by  a  portion  of 
the  trustees  named  in  a  wili^  shall  be 
snffioient  to  oonyey  the  enture  estate 
{MaOer  qf  (fie  FetdUm  qf  BuU,  45 
Barb,  8S1). 

3.  The  leg^isiatiire  has  no  poweir  where 
a  claim  is  made  by  indindnate  upon 
a  municipal  oornoration  for  damages, 
on  account  of  the  fidlnre  of  the  cor- 
poration to  award  a  contract  to  them, 
to  direct  that  the  damages  the  claim-, 
ants  have  sustained,  shall  be  ascei- 
tained  by  arbitrators  to  be  appointed 
as  prescribed  in  the  act,  witnout  re- 
quiring the  assent  of  the  coxporation, 
instead  of  a  trial  by  Jury.  (Welles, 
J.  dissented,)  {Baldwin  agt.  Mayor ^ 
iftc.  qf  New  Tork^  45  Barb,  359). 

8.  The  legislature  has  no  power  to  pre- 
scribe to  any  citizen  the  amount  of 
money  whicn  he  shall  pay  for  a  sub- 
stitute to  represent  him  in  the  nation- 
al amiy  (Fowera  agt.  Shepard,  45 
Barb.  024). 

i.  Where  a  bill  has  passed  both  branch- 
es of  the  legislature,  and  has  been 
signed  by  the  appropnate  offtcers,  and 
sent  to  the  goyemor  for  his  approyal 
and  signature,  it  has  passed  beyond 
the  control  of  either  house,  and  can- 
not be  recalled  except  by  the  joint  ac- 
tion of  the  two  houses  {Feople  agt. 
Bedin,  33  N,  T,  R,  269). 

5L  Where  a  bill  thus  passed  by  the  two 
houses,  signed  by  the  speakers,  and 
sent  to  the  goyemor  for  his  signa- 
ture, is  recalled  by  the  action  of  one 
house  alone,  and  the  goyemor  com- 
plies with  the  requestj  and  sends  back 
the  bill,  any  action  which  such  house 
may  haye  in  respect  thereto,  is  a  nul- 
Hty.  Such  bill,  as  passed  by  the  joint 
action  of  the  two  nouses,  signed  by 
their  speakers,  ai>proyed  by  the  goy- 
emor, and  deposited  in  the  office  of 
the  secretary  of  state,  becomes  the 
law  of  the  state,  notwitstandin^  any 
action  either  house  may  take  m  re- 
spect thereto  (Id). 

6.  R  seeme,  that  the  courts  cannot,  for 
the  purpose  of  impeaching  a  statute 
go  behind  tbe  records  to  inquire  into 


the  regularity  of  the  inrooeedings  of 
the  legislature  in  passing  sucu  act 
{Id), 

LESSOB  Aim  LESSEE. 

1.  The  defendant  leased  to  the  plaintiff 
certain  premises,  with  a  clause  there- 
in as  follows :  **  In  case  the  said  Ciy- 
111  shall  sell  the  said  prenuses  at  any 
time  after  the  first  two  years,  he  shall 
pay  to  said  Seaman  fiffy  dollars,  and 
allow  him  to  gather  the  crops  there 
sown  or  planted  upon  said  premises, 
and  Seaman  to  giye  it  up  to  said  Ciy- 
111."  After  two  years,  OiyiU  sold  the 
premises  to  Seaman,  the  plaintiff  and 
lessee,  and  Seaman  brought  this  ac- 
tion to  recoyer  the  fifty  dollars  :  Held^ 
that  he  could  not  recoyer  {SeaxMLn 
agt.  GivQl,  ante,  52). 

2.  Whether  lierbal  leases  and  contracts 
are  yoid  on  the  ground  that  the  act 
of  congress  directs  a  reyenue  stamp 
to  be  affixed  to  all  leases  and  con- 
tracts. Qiuere?  {Fleming  hig^  Cherry ^ 
ante,  96.) 

• 

8.  The  assignee  of  a  lease  reserying 
rent,  is  ]ia>Dle  for  rent  only  as  long  as 
he  remains  in  the  legal  relation  of  as- 
si^ee ;  and  when  he  assigns  to  an- 
ouier,  and  the  latter  accepts  the  as- 
signment^ all  further  liability  on  the 
part  of  the  former  is  at  an  end 
{IX^fke  agt.  Ko<^  ante,  383). 

4.  The  consent  of  the  landlord  or  les- 
sor, that  the  lessee  may  assign  the 
lease  to  another,  operates  as  a  dis- 
charee  thereafter  of  the  ooyenant  that 
the  lease  should  not  be  assigned, 
without  the  lessor's  consent  {Id). 

LEX  LOCI  OONTRAOTUS. 

1.  Where  a  contract  is  made  in  another 
state,  between  parties  subject  to  the 
laws  of  that  sutte,  in  pursuance  of 
which  one  of  them  draws  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, in  ftiyor  of  the  other,  upon 
a  person  residing  in  the  state  of  New 
York,  the  parties  will  be  considered  as 
contxacting  according  to  the  laws  of 
the  former  state,  and  the  bill  will  not 
be  usurious,  unless  rendered  so  by  the 
laws  of  that  state  {Th£  Bank  qf  (he 
State  of  Qeogia  agt.  Xeidn,  45  Barb. 
840); 

LICENSE. 

1.  To  constitute  a  Uoenee  which  wiU 
amount  to  a  defense  to  an  action  of 
trespass,  there  must  be  a  permission 
to  enter  upon  the  premises,  which 
may  be  express,  or  implied  from  cir- 
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i.  Where  the  dehnduit  had  been  in  tha 
hibit,  for  thirty  yean),  of  TitiiUiig  the 
boose  of  tbo  plaintiff,  and  crosaine  his 
gronnds  vitbont  ohjcictian,  the  nmi- 
USB  being  apon  intimste  terms  :  IIM, 
th*t  these  fuita  woold  Joatif t  the  joiy 
in  finding  ui  )mpli«d  bcense  {Id). 

8.  In  tJutHotft  oottrt,  if  inftrenoe*  we 
to  be  indoiKSd  Ihay  must  be  in  sap- 
port  ot  and  not  agunst  its  prooeed' 
mga  ;  and  whore  a  party  ee^u  to  re- 
Terse  the  indgmeot  he  must  ahow 
affirmatlveiy  that  error  haa  been  oam- 
toittod,  and  that  be  haa  been  preju- 
diced thereby  {Martin  agt.  Sougbton, 
ante,  SI). 

t.  It  iBweD  aetUod  that  a  party  may 
litigate  a  qnestlon  of  license  in  a  Ja»- 
tlc?a  court  {Id). 

6.  To  oonatitata  a  ficensa  which  amotmU 
to  a  debnse  to  an  action  of  treapaaB, 
time  mmrt  be  a  permindoa  to  enter 
npon  the  prumsae,  wbioh  may  ba  ei- 
press  oi  implied  bom  dnmiiiBtaDceB ; 
and  it  baa  V^n  hM,  QntfamSiar  in- 
timacy between  Amiliea  may  be  evi- 
dence fcom  which  a  geoeral  licenae  for 
ouch  purpose  may  be  presoined  (Id). 


aueathm  of  gailty  intent,  the  oonvlo- 
on  wlU  berereiwd  {Id}. 


hOSO  ISLAND  BOUNB. 

1.  Long  bland  Soond  has  alwaya  be«a 
open  aa  a  part  of  the  high  seas,  to  Ihe 
OBB  of  all  nations,  and  The  atate  hw 
never  attempted  to  reatrict  such  nse, 
or  to  eierciBe  any  control  over  it ;  and 
it  is  apparent  from  tbe  boundaries  of 
the  connlieB  adjoining  it,  that  tho 
atate  does  not  claim  any  lurifldiction 
over  it.  JnriadiDtion  over  it  was  nerer 
acquired  by  treaty  or  grant  {MalUer 
Mi.  The  Nortcich  aud  Sew  York 
ihaitporlaUen  Cb.  4S  Barb.  336). 

HAm>AMUa. 

A  mandamua  win  lie  to  tbe  commis- 
sioner of  Jurors,  to  compel  him  lo 
strike  from  the  list  of  jurors  the  name 
of  a perBOn  not  Uabla  to  do  jtajdnty 
(Tha  People  ex  ret  LivingMon  ui 
Ihylor.tt  Bart.  139). 


t.  Wberi 
bad  bi 
viailini 
fiunille 

tuetifle 
tott- 


T  thirty  years 
i  at  (Wqtiontly 
;'b  fitmily— the 
being  Dpon  In- 
>t  tbo JOTT  were 


thejni,  _. 

did  not  snter  npon  the  pramisea  m 

violation  of   the    parmiamon  of   the 

fl^ntiSc^ler  ihevxu/oriiddmby  him 
Id). 

LIQDOBS. 


1.  In  order  ._  

licensed  tsvem  keeper  under  tha  act 
of  1857,  chapter  638,  for  eeUing  liquors 
at  bii  bar,  on  Sunday,  proof  mus*  i-" 
made  of  an  intent,  ou  tho  part  of 
defendant  to    Tiolate    the    atat- 
Where  the  sale  ia  not  made  by  the 
Cendant  petwmally,  or  in  his  presence, 
tha  preantnption  of  bia  innocence  ia 
not  overcoms  by  mereb  ahowing  that 
the  aalewasmade  onhlB  prem' —  *" 
his  bartender :   unless  tbe  e 

also  Bhowsthat  the  defendant 

manner  partJcipated  in  it,  connived  at 


charter,  have  » 

right  to  receive  it,  and  who  ollbr  to 
oomplf  with  tbe  general  conditiona 
on  wluch  tbe  company  auppliee  oth- 
era    {Tfie  Feo^  ex    r^    ^nnedy^ 

S%  Ihe  JfinAotfon  ua*  light  Oo.  u 
nr6. 136). 


on  the  oonditioo  that  one  million  of 
dollars  of  toatn  subaoriptions  to  tho 
stock  abould  be  taken  b^ore  the  oom- 

scribe,  and  that  t 


1.  On  such  a  motion  It  ia  not  material 
whether  a  condition  of  that  kind  waa 
originally  inserted  in  the  consent,  or 
whether  it  has  been  complied  fith 
(M). 

6.  7be  atatnle  having  made  the  affida- 
vits lA  the  giving  of  their  consent,  bj 
the  tax  payers,  proof  of  such  consent 
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and  thereby  eetabliflhed  a  rule  of  eri- 
dence  aa  to  their  efiSect,  in  order  to  get 
rid  of  them,  and  to  destroy  their  ef- 
fect, a  proceeding  mnst  be  spedally 
instituted  for  that  purpose  {la), 

0.  They  mnst  stand  as  eyidenoe,  under 
the  statute,  until  vacated  or  set  aside, 
and  cannot  be  assailed  by  affidavits, 
upon  a  motion  for  a  mandamus  {Id), 

7.  An  officer  dejvre  of  a  municipal  cor- 
poration cannot  have  a  mandamus  to 
oomx)el  the  payment  of  his  salary  by 
the  comptroller,  where  it  has  already 
been  paid  to  another  person  de  facto 
in  possession  of  the  office  ( Tke  People 
ex  reL  Dennda  agt.  Brennanf  46  Barb. 
457). 

8.  The  legislature  having  authorized 
and  directed  the  mayor,  aldermen 
and  commonalty  of  the  oifrjr  of  New 
York,  to  create  a  public  ftmdor  stock, 
for  the  erection  or  a  public  market,  a 
mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  the  com- 
mon council  to  issue  the  stock;  the 
common  council  constituting  the  only 
agency  or  instrument  by  which  the 
behest  of  the  legislature  can  be 
obeyed ;  and  a  mandamus  being  the 
only  possible  method  by  which  that 
body  can  be  compelled  to  act  {Tke 
People  ex  reL  The  Comminionen  for 
ike  erection  of  a  PubHe  Market  agt. 
The  Common  Oowncil  qf  New  Tork, 
45  Barb.  473). 

0.  The  law  commits  to  the  Judgment  of 
the  contracting  board  the  decision  of 
the  question,  what  bids  are  most  ad- 
vantageous to  the  state.  Mandamus 
to  compel  them  to  accept  a  certain 
bid,  &c.,  refused  {People  «c^agt.  Con- 
tracting Board,  2»  N  T.  B,  &2). 

MANTJPAOTUBING    C50RP0RATI0N. 

L  Where  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  a 

feneral  assignment,  that  it  was  made 
y  a  manulacturing  corporation  in 
contemplation  of  insolvency,  the  in- 
strument is  void,  though  it  provides 
for  the  ratable  distribution  of  the 
proceeds  among  all  the  creditors  {Si- 
heU  agt.  Bemsen,  88  K.  T,  JR.  95) 

S.  Where  the  managing  members  of  an 
embarrassed  corporation  unite  in 
forming  a  new  one  under  the  general 
law.  and  then  transfer  to  it  the  pro- 
perty of  the  former ;  and  a  Jud^ent 
creditor  of  the  former  corporation  is- 
sues an  execution  upon  his  iudgment, 
and  levies  the  same  upon  the  proper- 
ty so  transferred,  and  becomes  him- 
self the  purchaser  at  the  sale  under 
such  execution ;  and  a  judgment  cred- 
itor of  the  latter  corporation  after- 


wards leiviee  his  execution  upon  the 
same  goods  as  the  property  of  the 
latter  corporation,  in  an  action  by  the 
former  Judgment  creditors  against  the 
latter^  for  taking  such  property,  the 
question  whether  the  latter  corpora- 
tion was  formed  by  the  acting  mem- 
bers of  the  former,  to  hinder,  delay 
and  defraud  their  creditors,  may  be 
raised  and  submitted  to  the  Jury  on 
proper  evidence  {Booth  agt.  Bunce^ 
fe  N.  T.  B.  139). 

8.  The  question  as  to  the  fraudulent 
purpose  of  such  second  corporation' 
mvolved  in  such  inquiry  bemg  sub" 
mitted  to  the  Jury,  their  flTi<^ing  there" 
on  IB  conclusive.  When  such  second 
coiporation  has  been  formed  by  the 
actmg  members  of  the  former  one, 
and  the  prcperbr  thereof  has  been 
transferred  to  toe  latter,  to  hinder, 
delay  and  defraud  the  creditors  of  the 
former,  the  propertv  thus  fraudulent- 
ly transferred  is  still  liable  to  be  taken 
on  execution  as  the  property  of  the 
former  corporation  ( Ja). 

4.  B  seems,  that  though  a  corporation 
thus  fraudulently  created,  is  void  as 
to  the  bona  fide  creditors  of  the  form- 
er corporation,  it  may  be  treated  as  a 
valid  corporation  by  the  bcma  Jtds 
creditors  of  the  latter  {Id). 

5.  In  this  action  the  equities  of  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant  were  con- 
sidered equal,  but  the  plaintiff  had 
thepossession.  Therefore,  the  maxim, 
Quiprior  in  tempore,  votior  est  injure, 
was  applicable,  and  decided  the  case 
{Id). 

HABBIAGE. 

1.  It  is  well  settled  that  marriage  may 
be  proved  by  evidence  of  acts  of  re- 
cognition, matrimonial  cohabitation, 
general  reputation,  and  declarations 
of  the  parties  (C^ris^y  agt.  Clarke,  45 
Barb. «»). 

2.  When  admissions  in  letters  will  ftir- 
nish  a  sufficient  ground  for  inferring 
the  existence  of  married  relations 
{Id). 

8.  The  circumstances  that  parties  were 
known  amouR  their  acquaintances  as 
husband  and  wife;  that  the  man's 
mother  and  brother  Imew  of  and  ro- 
coenized  the  relation,  addressing  the 
wire  accordingly :  and  that  the  nus- 
band  presented  to  his  wife  a  locket, 
inscribed  with  his  initials,  "to  his 
wife:**  Beld,  abundant  evidence  to 
maintain  the  allegation  of  a  marriage 
between  the  parties  {Id). 

4.  A  married  woman   is  a  competent 
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witness  in  behalf  of  her  children,  to 
prove  the  marriage  between  herself 
and  her  husband  (id). 

5.  A  marriage  thns  proTod  b^the  direct 
evidence  or  one  oi^the  parties  thereto, 
and  by  the  various  classes  of  proof 
above  mentioned,  requires  strong  ey- 
idenoe  to  controrert  it:  espooally 
when  there  is  issue  bom  of  the  parties 
between  whom  the  marriage  is  alleged 
to  have  taken  place  (/d). 

6.  A  marriage  ceremony,  performed 
when  the  man  is  in  extremes,  helpless, 
surrounded  by  the  wife  and  her 
friends,  when  ne  is  apparantlj  obliv- 
ious not  only  of  a  previous  wife,  but 
of  his  children  aloo,  can  afford  no  pre- 
sumption against  a  previous  mar- 
riage {Id). 

7.  The  validity  or  inyalidity  of  a  mar- 
riage is  to  be  determined  by  the  2ez 
loci  eonJtrcustuB.  Where  a  former  mar- 
riage has  been  dissolved  on  account 
of  the  adultery  of  the  husband,  ho 
cannot  contract  a  valid  second  mar- 
riage during  the  life  of  the  former 
wiifio  (2  K  8,  139,  §  5).  SmUh  agt. 
WoodwortTi,  44  Bari.  198). 

MABBIED  W0HB3r. 

1.  Under  existing  statutes,  a  married 
woman  may  manage  her  separate  pro- 
perty through  the  agency  of  her  hus- 
Dand,  without  subjecting  it  to  the 
claims  of  his  creditors.  She  is  entitled 
to  the  profits  of  a  mercantile  business, 
conducted  bv  the  husband  in  her 
name,  when  tne  capital  is  furnished  by 
her,  and  he  has  no  interest  but  that 
of  a  mere  agent  {Buddey  agt.  WeUes. 
83  N.  r.  R.  618). 

2.  The  application  of  an  indefinite  por 
tion  oi  the  income  to  the  support  of 
the  husband,  does  not  impair  the  Utio 
of  the  wife  to  her  property.  No  ii^r- 
est  in  her  separate  estate  is  aoqunred, 
either  by  the  husband  or  his  credit- 
ors, through  his  voluntary  services  as 
her  managmg  agent  (/a). 

8.  Where  the  wife  conreys  away  a  part 
of  her  real  estate  owned  in  her  own 
right,  and  talces  back  in  part  payment 
01  the  consideration  thereof  Donds 
and  mortgage^  of  her  grantee,  which 
she  afterwards  sells  and  assigns  by 
deed  with  a  covenant  of  guaranty  by 
herself  and  husband,  that  the  money 
payable  thereby  is  collectible;  in  an 
action  on  such  covenant  of  guaranty 
against  the  husband  and  wife  for 
breach  of  such  covenant,  ?ield,  that  to 
enable  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this 
action  and  oaarge  the  unpaid  balance 


upon  the  separate  estate  of  tbe  wife, 
ho  is  bound  to  show,  either  that  there 
was  an  intention  to  charge  such  sepa- 
rate estate  in  the  contract  of  sale  and 
giiaranty  by  the  wife,  or  that  the  con- 
sideration obtained  upon  the  sale,  Ac., 
was  for  the  direct  benefit  of  her  sepa- 
rate estate  ( TFAite  agt  Kc^ett,  83  ir. 
r.  B.  871). 

4.  An  action  by  a  Judgment  eredUor  to 
reach  real  estate  conveyed  to  the  xxife 
qf  hi8  Judgment  dAUA'^  a  part  of  tne 
consideration  for  such  conveyance  be- 
ing paid  by  the  Judgment  deotor,  who 
is  alleged  to  be  inacxlvent,  cannot  be 
sustained,  where  the  presumption  of 
fraud,  which  attaches  by  reason  of 
the  payment  of  such  consideration,  is 
overcome  by  the  evidence  {Ackerman 
agt.  Satmon,  ante,  859). 

&  And  evidence  tending  to  show  thai 
the  debt  to  thenlaintiflrwas  contracted 
bv  a  partner  or  the  judgment  debtor, 
of  which  the  latter  was  ignorant  at 
the  time  he  paid  the  consideration 
money,  and  that  the  piaintifi'  made  no 
claim  against  him  personally  till  after 
the  convejranoe  to  his  wife,  was  pro- 
perly admisaible  to  show  the  want  of 
a  fraudulent  intent  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  {Id), 

6.  A  married  woman  who  hires  i^remisee 
in  her  own  name,  has  an  interest 
therein  within  the  meaning  of  Laws 
of  1849,  cfuip,  375,  p.  528,  and  may 
maintain  an  action  for  a  trespass 
thereon  in  her  own  name  {Fox  agt. 
IH^,  1  Daly,  196). 

7.  In  an  action  by  a  married  woman  to 
recover  money  paid  by  her,  the  ques-' 
tion  whether  the  money  so  paid  was 
her  separate  property  or  not,  is  one  of 
ftct,  which  it  is  proper  to  submit  to  a 
jury  ( Thomas  agt.  Wiofemon,  1  Jkilyt 


^ 


;. 


8.  Where  a  husband,  who  was  married 
prior  to  the  married  woman's  acts  of 
1848  and  1849,  was  indebted  to  his 
wife  in  the  sum  of  $1,000  for  money 
arising  tram  the  sale  of  her  separate 
real  estate,  which  sum  she  had,  pre- 
vious to  those  acts,  lent  to  him,  he 
agreeing  to  keep  it  for  her  and  treat 
it  ae  her  separate  property,  and  repar 
it  to  her  with  interest :  Seid,  that 
equity  would  hold  him  to  be  her  trus- 
tee for  that  amount,  and  allow  him  to 
gay  her  the  same,  upon  his  becoming 
isolyent,  in  the  same  manner  that  he 
might  pay  an^  other  creditor.  But 
that  to  authorize  him  to  prefer  his 
wife,  as  a  creditor^  it  was  necessary 
hat  the  money  in  his  hands  should  be 
held  and  regarded,  as  between  them, 
at  and  from  the  time  of  its  receipt  by 
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him,  as  a  loan  from  her ;  that  he 
fihpald  be  deemed  tobeln  fS^ct  a  debt- 
or to  her  for  the  same ;  and  that  they 
should  hare  constantly  and  intention- 
ally treated  the  sum  m  his  hands  as 
her  separate  properljr.  (J.  C.  SairrH, 
J.  diaxerUed,)  Woadwoiih  agt.  Suteei, 
a  Barh.  268). 

9.  BMy  al90y  that  the  hnsband  was  not 
obliged  to  insist  on  Ms  marital  rights 
to  his  wife's  personal  property  and- 
choses  in  action ;  and  that  if  he  did 
not  assert  such  rights,  bnt  ezpre^y 
agreed  with  her  not  to  do  so,  and 
acted  apon  this  ageeement,  equity 
would  allow  htm  to  pay  her  any  money 
she  might  have  temporuily  lent  him, 
under  such  circumstances  {Id), 

10.  Wheneyer  a  husband  has  received  or 
borrowed  the  property  of  his  wife  un- 
der circumstanoes  which  in  a  court  of 
emiity  would  be  regarded  as  creatin^^ 
a  debt  to  her,  from  him,  and  as  enti- 
tling her  to  be  considered  and  treated 
as  his  creditor  therefor,  he  will  be  al- 
lowed to  pay  such  debt  from  his  pro- 
perty, in  the  same  manner  and  upon 
the  eame  principles,  on  which  he 
would  be  allowed  to  pay  any  other 
debt,  to  any  other  creditor:  and  a 
pajrment  to  her  or  a  transfer  of  pro- 
perty to  her,  in  consideration  of  such 
debt,  wiU  not  be  regarded  as  a  gift,  or 
a  voluntanr  conveyance  of  property 
in  trtkVLd  of  his  creditors  {MoOcuiney 
agt.  Weleh,  44  Barb.  271). 

U.  A  married  woman  cannot  sue  her 
husband,  in  an  action  for  an  assault 
and  battery  {Longendyke  agt.  Long-' 
cndyke,  41  Barb,  366). 

12.  It  was  the  jpurpose  of  the  legislature, 
by  the  married  women's  acts  of  1848 
and  1849,  to  confer  new  rights  of  pro- 
perty upon  the  wife  separate  n'om 
and  independent  of  her  husband, 
and  to  enlarge  and  render  more  flxea 
and  certain  those  already  existing 
{Abbey  agt.  Beyo,  44  Barb.  874). 

IS.  By  the  existing  statute  law  of  this 
state  a  married  woman  may  acquire 
the  title  to  personal  property  by  grant 
or  purchase ;  and  tnis  purchase  may 
be  made  in  any  of  the  ordinary  modes 
known  to  the  law,  or  to  the  course  of 
business.  It  may  be  made  by  the 
payment  of  cash,  for  the  property 
purchased,  or  she  may  bny  onlier  own 
credit.  And  if  a  purchase  bo  made  bv 
her,  and  the  credit  given  to  her,  with 
the  object  of  vesting  the  titie  in  her, 
she  will  acquire  thereby  a  title  to  the 
property  in  her  own  name  and  as  her 
sole  and  iieparate  property.  So  the 
purchase  may  be  made  by  herself  in 
person,  or  by  her  aotiionzed  agent ;  | 


and  her  husband  may  be  that  agent. 
And  her  trade  or  bnsmess,  while  it  is 
carried  on  in  her  own  name,  or  for  her 
own  benefit,  may,  like  aU  other  tradea 
and  business,  be  conducted  by  her- 
self personally,  or  through  the  instra* 
mentality  of  others  {Id), 

14.  The  legislature  having,  by  the  second 
section  of  the  act  of  1860,  authorized 
a  married  woman  to  carry  on  any 
trade  or  business,  on  her  own  account, 
when  in  section  seven  of  that  act,  as 
amended  in  1862  {Latos  of  1862.  cA. 
172),  it  provided  that  she  may  sue  in 
aU  matters  haoing  rdation  to  her  sote 
and  separate  prooerty,  it  intended  to 
authorize  her  to  oring  all  actions  ne- 
cessary to  protect  her  righte  in  carry- 
ing on  such  trade  or  business  {Badff' 
ley  agt.  Becker,  44  Barb.  677). 

MABINE  COURT. 

1.  Judgment  may  be  rendered  against 
one  defendant  alone  in  the  marine 
court,  in  cases  embraced  by  section 
136  of  the  Code,  although  that  seeticm 
does  not  apply  to  the  marine  court 
{BaUard  hgi.  loektBood,  1  BaJy,  188). 

2.  The  court  mav.  at  roeoial  term,  dis- 
miss an  appeal  from  the  general  term 
of  the  manne  court  for  irregularity. 
But  if  the  proceedings  are  regular, 
the  appeal  must  be  heard  at  the  gen- 
eral term,  even  upon  a  question  of  ju- 
risdiction {WUUams agt.  Trademnen*$ 
Fire  Ins.  Oo,  1  Daly,  822). 

8.  The  court  will  permit  an  amendment 
by  which  an  appeal  may  be  perfected, 
where  notice  of  appeal  has  been 
served  {Id). 

4.  By  section  854  of  the  Code,  the  no- 
tice of  an  appeal  from  the  general 
term  of  the  marine  court  must  be 
served  upon  the  respondent  person- 
ally, and  the  undertaking  for  costs  be 
executed  by  the  appellant  himself. 
But  where  it  appears  that  the  appeal 
was  taken  in  good  faith,  and  notice 
of  the  appeal  was  served  upon  the 
derk  of  the  oourt  below,  and  upon 
the  attorney  who  appeared  for  the  re- 
spondent on  the  trial  below  :  Hfid^ 
that  it  was  within  the  discretion  or 
this  court  to  allow  the  appellant  to 
perfect  his  appeal,  and  amend  his  {hto- 
ceedinffs,  by  serving  a  notice  of  appeal 
upon  the  respondent  personally,  and 
executing  a  new  undertaking  {la). 

5.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  jndge  of  the  ma- 
rine court  presiding  at  a  trial  by  a  ju- 
ry, to  give  Judgment  upon  the  verdict: 
and  tms  judgment  he  cannot  intermis 
or  avoid  by  making  an  order  for  a  nev 
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trial  (Wmiams agt.  The  Dradeanm's 
Fire  Ins.  Cb.  1  l5wy,  437). 

t.  An  appMl  from  caoh  ft  Judgment, 
when  entered,  brings  up  only  qnee- 
tions  of  law,  and  the  appellant  cannot 
be  heard  npon  ilie  objection  that  the 
verdict  was  contrary,  to  evidence  (Id). 

7.  There  is  no  provision  of  law  allowing 
a  smgle  jndge  of  the  marine  court  to 
hear  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  or  pro- 
viding for  an  appeal  in  that  court  from 
an  oraer  either  granting  or  denying 
such  a  motion  {id), 

8.  The  reversal  of  a  judgment  upon  the 
ground  that  it  is  agamst  the  weight 
of  evidence,  and  an  order  for  a  new 
trial  by  the  general  term  of  the  ma- 
rine court,  constitute  a  final  determi- 
nation, from  which  an  appeal  may  be 
taken  to  the  common  pleas  (Id), 

HASTEB  AND  SEBYANT. 

L  An  employer  is  not  liable  to  one  of 
his  agents  or  servants  for  the  negli- 
gence of  another  of  his  agents  or  ser- 
vants, unless  he  was  at  fault  in  the  se- 
lection of  the  agent  or  in  some  other 
respect.  In  the  prosecution  of  a  gen- 
eral enterprise,  the  employer  does  not 
warrant  to  each  person  who  engages 
in  the  enterprise  the  competency  of 
every  agent  employed,  ana  cannot  be 
made  responsible,  unless  it  is  shown 
that  he  was  guilty  of  a  want  of  care 
in  the  selection  of  the  person  through 
whose  negligence  the  injury  occurred; 
though  it  is  otherwise  upon  grounds 
of  puDlic  pohoy  where  the  relation  of 
master  and  servant  or  of  principal 
and  agont  does  not  exist  (IVsadtoeS 
agt.  The  Mayor,  Ac.  1  Baiy,  123). 

8.  A  general  agent  or  clerk  employed  to 
make  sales  of  goods  and  require  pay- 
ment therefor,  who  obtains  payment 
of  fiJse  bills  by  fraud  or  deceit :  Hetd, 
as  acting  withm  the  scope  of  his  em- 
ployment, and  his  prinoip«l  is  liable 
for  the  amount  thus  obtained ;  espe- 
cially where  there  is  some  evidence, 
however  sUght,  that  the  agent  paid 
the  sum  thus  collected  to  his  employer 
Udatvu  agt.  Cole,  1  Daly,  10). 

8.  The  powers  exercisd  by  the  city  oor- 
poratH>n  in  reference  to  the  fire  de- 
pftrtment,  are  ccmferred  and  enmloyed 
exclusively  for  the  public  benenL  and 
the  corporation  cannot  be  held  liable 
ss  a  master  for  the  wrongful  acts  of 

-  firemen  {(TMeara  agt.  The  Mayor, 
dc.  1  Dahf,  496). 

4  In  an  action  by  a  servant  against  his 
master  to  recover  damages  for  an  in- 
jury occasioned  in  the  ooorseof  his 


employment,  by  defective  or  unsuit- 
able machinery,  it  must  appear  that 
the  machinety  was  in  fact  defective^ 
that  the  injury  was  occasioned  by 
such  defect,  and  that  the  defendant 
had  notice  of  it  Where,  in  such  an 
action,  the  plaintiff^s  own  testimony 
is  sufficient  to  justiiy  a  presumption 
that  the  accident  was  the  result  of  the 
neg[li£^ence  of  a  fellow  workman  of  the 
plamuiE^  a  Judgment  of  dismissal  wQl 
not  be  reversed  on  appeal  {KunM  agt. 
Stuart,  1  Daly,  431). 

5.  Where  a  vessel  was  attached  to  a 
wharf  by  a  tine  lying  for  most  of  its 
len^  beneath  the  water,  and  at  such. 
a  distance  from  the  whaix  as  to  leave 
ample  passage  way  between  it  and 
the  whm  for  vessels  to  pass  io  and 
fro,  but  no  person  was  on  deck  to 
loosen  the  line,  or  warn  vessels  at- 
tempting to  pass :  ^eld,  ne^Ugenoe^ 
which  rendered  the  owners  haole  for 
any  damages  resulting  therefrom 
(Annett  agt  Foeter,  1  Daly,  602). 

6.  The  relation  of  master  and  servant 
between  the  owner  and  master  of  a 
vessel,  and  the  liability  of  the  former, 
as  owner,  for  negligence  in  its  man- 
agement, does  not  cease  unless  the 
owner  has  given  up  all  control  dT  the 
vessel  and  of  her  employment  and 
all  immediate  and  diroct  interest  in 
the  freiffht  earned  by  her.  Henoe, 
where  tne  agreement  between  the 
owner  and  master  of  a  vessel,  was 
that  the  former  should  make  contracts 
for,  and  receive  the  freight,  and  pay 
wharfiige.  and  the  master  should  re- 
ceive a  share  of  the  fireight  money, 
andpav  all  other  excuses,  and  be 
allowed  to  select  the  kind  of  employ- 
ment for  the  vessel :  Held,  that  tms 
was  not  such  a  surrender  of  control 
as  to  make  the  master  owner  pro  hoe 
oice^  or  relieve  the  owner  of  liability 
for  injuries  arising  frt>m  negligence 
in  the  management  of  the  vcaseL 
What  acts  will  divest  the  owner  of  his 
responsibility  for  the  management  of 
a  vessel— considered  (Id), 

HEOHAmCTS  UEN. 

1.  A  contractor  friled  to  complete  his 
contract,  and  the  owner  was  compelled 
to  complete  the  building.  In  an  ao- 
tion  by  a  sub-contractor  against  the 
owner  for  work  and  materi^s,  for 
which  a  lien  had  been  filed:  J9Wd, 
that  the  defendant  mght  prove  on  the 
trial  what  it  had  actually  cost  him  to 
complete  the  building,  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  nothing  was  due  to 
the  contractor,  and  consoquentir, 
nothing  due  to  the  plalntii^  as  smb* 
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contnotor  {3miUh  affi.  Ferria^  1  IkUy, 
18). 

3.  In  an  aotion  bronght  by  a  snb-oon- 
traotor  to  enforce  a  lien  daimed  to 
have  been  aoqpired  under  the  mechan- 
ic's lien  law  of  185L  it  most  appear  by 
the  complaint,  1.  That  labor  and  ma- 
terials nave  been  famished  in  the 
erection  of  the  building,  in  conformity 
with  the  contract  made  by  the  origi- 
nal contractor  with  the  owner.  2. 
That  within  six  months  thereafter,  a 
notice  in  writing,  under  the  sixth  sec- 
tion of  the  act,  claiming  a  lien  for 
work  or  materiaJs  thus  farnished,  was 
filed  with  the  county  clerk.  8.  That 
at  the  time  of  filing  the  notice  of  hen, 
or  subsequently*  a  payment  was  due 
or  has  since  become  due  from 
the  owner  to  the  controctor  upon 
the  original  contract.  4.  That  the 
contracting  owner  had  some  interest 
hi  the  property  at  the  time  the  notice 
claiming  the  lien  was  filed  {BaUey 
agt  JoKnton,  IDalyy  61). 

8.  Where,  in  an  action  to  enforce  a  me- 
ohuiic's  hen,  the  complaint  fails  in 
any  of  tiie  foregoing  requisites,  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  at  the  trial  is  proper, 
and  will  be  granted  (Id). 

i,  A  5onailcIepurchaser  of  the  premises 
before  tne  filing  of  notice  of  the  Uen, 
cannot  be  "chargeable"  with  such 
notice  (Id). 

&  Where  a  sub-oontraotor  is  prevented 
from  pwf orming  the  whole  of  his  con- 
tract with  the  contractor  by  reason  of 
the  faOure  of  the  latter,  ana  an  assign- 
ment by  him  of  the  contract  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors :  Held,  that  he 
may  acquire  and  enforce  a  lien  for  the 
value  of  his  labor  and  materials  per- 
formed and  furnished  up  to  the  time 
when  he  was  prevented.  Although  ai 
the  time  the  sub-contractor  filed  his 
lien  there  was  nothing  due  to  the  con- 
tractor, yet  the  latter  having  made  ao 
assignment  with  the  consent  of  the 
owner,  who  detained  from  the  con- 
tract price  the  amount  of  the  lien,  and 
the  snb-contractor  having,  under  an 
ageeement  with  the  assignee,  com- 
pleted  his  work,  as  contemplated  m 
by  the  original  contract:  Heid,  that  the 
equities  are  with  the  sub-contractor, 
and  a  court  of  e<iuity  will  apply  the 
sum  so  detained  in  satisfaction  m  his 
Uen  {Henderaon  agt.  Sturgis,  1  Daly, 
8S6). 

6t  Whore,  prior  to  the  filing  of  a  notice 
claiming  a  mechanic's  lien- by  a  sub- 
contractor, the  contractor  in  ffood 
faith  and  for  a  full  consideration, 
transferred  to  a  purchaser  the  right 
which  he  might  tnereafter  acquire  to 
any  payments  under  the  contract: 


Held,  that  the  purchaser  succeeded  to 
the  rights  of^  the  contractor  upon 
the  contract,  and  that  as  against  such 
purchaser,  the  sub-contractcr,  who 
anew,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
his  contract,  of  the  existence  or  the 
assignment^  acquired  no  Uen  {Oates 
agt  Haley,  1  Daly,  338). 

7.  The  only  exception  to  the  rule  that 
the  sub-contractor  can  acquire  no 
Uen^  where  at  the  time  of  filing  the 
notice  there  is  nothing  due  to  the 
contractor,  is  the  case  of  an  assign- 
ment by  the  contractor  of  his  properi^ 
in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  credit- 
ors. No  Uen  attaches  by  the  mere 
performance  of  work  pursuant  to  the 
contract,  but  it  is  gained  only  by  fiUng 
the  notice  prescribed  by  the  statute, 
and  until  that  notice  is  filed,  the  con- 
tractor, while  acting  in  good  faith, 
may  deal  with  and  dispose  of  the  in- 
debtedness which  may  accrue  to  him 
under  the  contract,  as  he  may  by  law 
with  any  other  maturing  indebteoness 
{Id). 

8.  A  minister  plenipotentiary  of  a  for- 
eign power  is  not  exempt  from  the  ap* 
phcauon  of  the  mechanic's  Uen  law 
of  this  state,  as  to  any  house  or  build- 
ing which  is  not  used  as  a  mansion  for 
purposes  connected  with  his  repre- 
sentative character;  and  where  ex- 
emption is  claimed,  it  must  appear  by 
the  proof  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  sus- 
pension of  the  rule  that  the  lex  rei 
sUoB  controls.  Where,  therefore,  on  a 
motion  for  an  order  to  join  issue  on 
the  merits,  in  a  proceeding  to  fore- 
close a  mechanic's  Uen,  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  building  was  erected 
by  the  defendant  for  his  residence  as 
such  minister:  J7e2cl,  that  the  mo- 
tion of  joining  of  issue  should  be 
granted  [ByrnB  agt.  Herran,  1  Ikilby^ 

9.  Where  the  notice  of  Uen  under  the 
mechanic's  Uen  law  stated  that  the 
materiids  were  furnished  in  pursuance 
of  a  written  contract :  Hwai,  that  ex- 
tra materials  which  became  necessary 
in  consequence  of  defects  in  the  spe- 
dflcations  of  the  written  contract, 
were  covered  by  the  notice  {MoAvXey 
agt.  MUdrum,  1  Ddiey,  896). 

10.  A  conveyance  of  premises  by  the 
owner  and  builder,  made  before  the 
filing  of  the  notioe  of  a  mechanic's 
Uen,  but  which,  by  an  instrument  ex- 
ecuted subsequently  to  such  filing,  is 
shown  to  have  been  intended  on]^  as 
a  mortgage^  does  not  prevent  the  lien 
from  attachmg  upon  the  equitable  in- 
terest of  the  owner  at  the  date  of  such 
filing.  A  mechanic's  lien  upon  a  build- 
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ingt  oovera  only  the  materialB  and 
'  '     id  on  the  bu*"' 

Le  notice  {Id). 


work  emploved  on  the  boilding  re- 
ferred toinub 


11.  Where  nnder  a  aingle  contract,  the 
lienor  had  fomiahed  materiala  to  the 
owner  equally  for  eeven  houseSi  and 
one  of  such  hoosea  had  been  con- 
yeyed  away  by  the  owner  before  the 
filing  of  the  notice  of  such  lien :  ffetdf 
that  the  lien  waa  valid  as  a  lien  npon 
the  remaining  aiz  houses,  only  for 
their  proportionate  part  of  the  whole 
claim  (six-seTenths),  although  some 
payments  had  been  made  by  the 
owner  on  general  account  (Id). 


IfETBOPOLITAN  POLICE. 

1.  Certain  individoals,  embassadors 
from  Japan,  sent  a  sum  of  money  to 
D.,  with  a  request  that  B.  should  dis- 
tribute the  same  among  the  police 
force  of  New  York  and  three  other  cit- 
ies named:  and  the  wish  was  ex- 
pressed "that  the  same  should  be  ap- 
glied  in  consonance  with  vour  usages, 
I  acknowledgment  of  the  efficiency 
of  those  police  officers  in  contributing 
BO  much  to  our  comfort."  The  money 
was  divided  between  the  four  cities 
named,  and  $18,750  was  appropriated 
tb  New  Tork.  That  sum  was  paid 
over  to  the  board  of  police^  which 
body,  instead  of  distributmg  the 
money  among  the  police  force,  adopir 
ed  a  resolution  that  the  donation  of 
the  Japanese  embassy  should  consti- 
tute the  Japanese  merit  fund,  to  be 
invested  bv  the  comptrollers  of  New 
York  and  Brooklyn,  and  the  treasurer 
of  the  board  ;  and  that  from  tho  in- 
come there  should  be  paid  annually 
$650,  to  be  divided  between  one  cap- 
tain, two  sergeants  and  five  patrol- 
men, who  during  the  year  had  best 
discharged  their  duty,  in  the  propor- 
tions specified.  The  eomptrollers  de- 
clined to  accept  the  duty,  and  the 
funds,  remain^  in  the  hajids  of  the 
treasurer  of  the  board.  Tfae  plaintiff 
was  a  member  of  tiie  police  during 
the  time  the  Japanese  embafMy  was  in 
the  city,  but  had  since  resigned  his 
office.  He  sued  to  recover  his  share 
of  the  fund :  JSTeid,  1.  That  when  the 
board  of  police  agreed  to  accept  the 
fund  from  B.,  they  did  so  under  the 
obligation  to  dispose  of  it  according 
to  the  wishes  of  the  donors ;  and  they 
had  no  authority  to  divert  it  firom  that 
purpose,  and  apply  it  to  the  formation 
of  a  merit  fund  for  the  whole  body 
of  the  police  that  might  thereafter  ex- 
ist. 2.  That  the  plaintiff  while  a 
member  of  the  police,  had  no  right  to 
accept  thepreseht  without  the  con* 


sent  of  the  board :  and  that  no  such 
right  accrued  by  nis  resignation.  3. 
That  the  board  of  police,  by  aoceptmg 
the  fund,  undertook  to  dispose  of  the 
same  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  donors,  among  those  who 
composed  the  police  force  at  that 
time ;  and  that  their  reception  of  the 
money,  warranted  the  presumption 
that  tney  consented  to  such  payment. 
4.  That  the  plaintilT  was  entitled  to 
judgment,  for  his  distributive  share 
of  the  fond  {Ped  agt.  Bottrdqf  M^ 
tropoHtan  PdUoe,  44  Barb,  91). 

HIBTASE. 

1.  When  parties  have  entered  into  a 
written  contract  it  must  be  presumed 
to  express  their  common  intention, 
and  to  speak  their  actual  agreement. 
But  if  it  be  clearly  shown  that  such 
is  not  the  case,  and  that  such  written 
contract  is  untrue,  and  misrepresents 
or  misstates  their  real  agreement  and 
intentions,  as  made  and  understood 
by  both  parties,  in  some  essential  par- 
tioidar,  then  such  contract  is  a  mis- 
taken one,  and  the  mistake  may  bs 
corrected  in  a  court  of  equi^  {noU' 
ford  agt.  MoLeany  45  Barb.  478>. 

2.  A  mutual  mistake  which  will  aflbrd  a 
ground  for  relief  from  a  contract,  by 
reforming  it,  means  a  mistake  recip- 
rocal and  common  to  both  parties 
where  each  aUke  labors  under  the 
same  misconception  in  respect  to  the 
terms  of  the  wntten  instrument  {Id)' 

3.  Upon  a  sale  of  personal  property  the 
purchasers  M^reed  to  pay  therelbr  the 
sum  of  $6,000,  vi2 :  $a)00  in  cash,  and 
thebidancein  four  equal  annual  pay- 
ments, with  interealf  for  which  they 
were  to  execute  their  fbur    eeveru 

gromissory  notes,  for  $1,000  each,  with 
tterest  i>ayable  in  one,  two,  three  and 
four  years,  and  to  secure  the  payment 
thereof  by  a  chattel  mortgage  upon 
the  property.  The  $2,000  was  paid 
down,  aud  a  ahattel  mortgage  was 
executed,  conditioned  for  the  payment 
of  the  sud  notes,  wiih  inieresL  Four 
several  promiaeory  notes  were  also 
executed  Dv  the  purohasers,  for  $1,000 
each,  payable  at  the  time  agreed,  out 
two  of  them  were  so  drawn  as  not  to 
bear  interest  The  vendor,  seeing 
that  two  of  the  notes  were  on  inter- 
est, assumed  that  the  other  two  were 
also  on  interest,  and  accepted  the 
same,  believing  that  all  were  properiy 
drawn.  The  purchasers,  knowing 
that  two  of  the  notes  were  so  drawn 
as  not  to  bear  interest,  piapoaehf  ab- 
stained from  calling  the  vendors  at- 
tention to  the  fact:  Meld,  that  this 
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Kuiftcuo  wher*  Uio  contract  u  exo- 
oatod  uid  evidsDoed  in  the  itrltten 
papera  ma  not  ouried  out  acoordiDs 

to  the  »ffreement  M  the  Bame 

dereUmd  by  both  partlM ;  i 
the  error  in  the  tvo  notaa  pre- 
aented  a  clear  CMe  of  mittake  on  both 
■idea,  for  wbloh  eqiiity  oould  aflbrd 
relief  (Jd). 

t.  And  the  porobaaars  haring  been 
trnated  to  draw  the  notee,  and  tl"' 
procuring  their  attomey  ta  draw  the 
and  then  exeontiiia  and  deliTerlnB  t 
Mone  to  the  Tendor  u  the  nol«a..- 
ooiredbythseoDtiact,  althoDfrbtware 
tlist  two  of  them  did  ootbearlntereBt: 
Bali,  that  UU*  waa  m  clear  ease  <a 
fraai,  for  which  the  Tendor  wu  enti- 
tled to  have  the  notea  reformed  (id) 

HOBTQAQE. 

1.  Whereamort^cageeohargeathemort- 
gagor  with  the  jxceminm  for  an  inen- 
ranee  on  hia  Ufa  lor  three  yeare,  and 
lucltidee  the  amount  in  the  mortgage, 
aaapartot  the  principal,  he  ia  bonnd 
b>  keep  the  poUclee  aliTe :  and  If,  in 
eoneeqaence  of  hie  neglect  to  pay  the 
preiniama,  the  pottdee  become  eitin- 
gniabed,  he  is  Umeelf  lial>Ie  aa  as  in- 
BQr»r  (Soute  agt  Tht  Union  Bank, 
4S  Salt.  111). 

t.  If  the  mori^agM  be  a  bank,  and  it  i 
olumed  Uiat  therefore  it  cannot  be  a 
inmrer,  for  want  of  power,  then  i 
may  be  held  liable  for  Ita  ite  negligenc 
in  not  keeping  the  insorance  in  fnrc 
(/fl. 


IwaoklDn- 
he  lifetime 


npou  ttie 
>f  Uie  ten- 


T.  Hie  holder  of  the  life  eelate  In  the 
mortgaged  premieea  le  bound  to  pay, 
annnatly,  the  Intareat  accming  on  the 
mortgage,   nntil   the   eatata    oeaeea 


credited  on  the  bond,  and  the  land 
eionerated  to  that  extent  (Id). 
1.  Where  a  mortgage  ia  eiecnted  npon 
leasehold  property,  by  a  tenant  for 
life,  the  aame  la,  npon  the  death  of 
the  mortgagor,  payable  ont  of  his 
penona]  eetate.  If  there  be  enffloieot 
for  that  pnrpoae.  If  there  la  no  evi- 
dence to  show  Ihat  any  anch  means 
eilBted,  and  tbere  ia  no  pretence  that 
the  payment  was  made,  the  mortgage 
wUI  remain  a  valid  aeirarlty  for  the 
whole  Bom,  and  ia  binding  on  thepm- 
porty  ISh^ilon  agt.  Arrii,  W  Sorb. 

5.  When  an  fndiTidnal  mutes  in  himsel' 
the  title  to  rach  a  mortgage,  as  aa- 
aignee  thereof  and  the  interest  of  a 
tenant  for  life  lie  aaanmee  all  the  ob- 
ligations and  e  :]tiea  which  the  tenant 
(or  life  waa  bonnd  to  perform  [Id). 


..  Iieep  down  and  pay  the  In- 

tereal  accming  on  the  bond  and  mort- 
gage while  the  SMna  are  held  by  him, 
tltAongh  he  ia  trader  no  obUgabon  to 
pay  oirtha prinolp*!  iO). 
9.  The  legialatnre,  by  the  act  of  April 
%  13118.  anthoriMd  all  that  portion  of 
the  old  Erie  canal  lyine  weat  of  the 
Owasco  ontlet,  in  Ihe  rtlage  of  Port 
Byron,  ie.,  to  be  abandnned  by  the 
canal  board  ;  and  directed  snch  hoard 
to  settle  npcm  the  damage  to  the  mill 
property  of  B.  IE.  oaosed  by  anch 
abandonment  The  canal  board,  on 
the  38th  of  May,  1858,  paseed  a  reeo- 
lution,  declaring  that  the  portion  oF 
the  canal,  aborementloned,  was  aban- 
doned, and  awarding  to  B.  A  B.  the 
sum  of  tS.OOO  !n  fnllfor  the  damages 
to  their  mill  property  caneed  by  Buoh 
abandonment :  Held,  that  the  money 
so  awarded  was  an  eqnitable  fund  for 
the  payment  of  the  liens  npon  anch 
mill  property,  and  was  a  aubstitnto  for 
said^rc^r^  to  pay  the  debts  of  B.  & 

UBarb.m). 

10.  Accordingly  held,  that  the  holders 
of  a  mortgage  upon  the  mill  proper^ 
had  a  clear  eqnitable  lien  npon  the 
mciney  so  awaraed,  for  the  payment 
of  the  mortgage  debt,  after  eihanet- 
Ing  their  legal  lien  npon  the  property 

L  And  that  such  mortgageea  had  a 
right  to  follow  a  draft  given  for  anch 
damagee  by  acanalcommiesioner  on 
the  anditorof  the  canal  department 

to  B.  A  H.,  and  the  jwoceeii  th ' 

hands  of  pi 


aeriKdJ 

bona  Ade  holdetv^OTeof,  eicept  as  to 
1  email  part,  bat  received  the  tame 


4,  And  if  he  e: 


■  Into  at 


agreement 
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12.  It  is  a  funiliar  and  veil  settled  rule 
of  law  that  the  assignment  of  the 
principal  instroment  canies  with  it  all 
ooUcttercUt  as  incidents,  though  not 
named   {Wyman  agt  Smead^  ante 

13.  And  where  a  mortgage  is  assigned 
and  taken  as  oollaterai  securitj  to  a 
contract  to  convey  real  estate,  and  the 
contract  is  assigned,  the  mortgage  in 
fact  belongs  to  the  assignee  or  the 
contract,  though  not  named  in  the  as- 
signment (/d). 

14.  Where  sach  mortgage  is  assigned  to 
subsequent  assignees,  neither  tiie  first 
nor  last  assignee  can  maintain  an  ao- 
tion  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  where 
there  has  been  no  breach  of  the  con- 
tract. The  subsequent  assignee  of  the 
mortgage,  though  a  purchaser  bona 
Jide,  and  ror  a  valuable  consideration, 
stands  in  no  better  position  than  the 
first,  alUiough  the  assignments  are 
absolute  on  their  face,  and  express  a 
fiodl  consideration  ild . 

16.  The  assignee  of  a  mortgage  must 
ascertain  at  his  peril  as  to  any  defen- 
ses that  may  exist  against  the  mort- 
gage, or  he  must  rej^  upon  the  cove- 
nants of  his  vendor  (Id), 

16.  A  mortgage  on  lands  which  the 
mortgagor  had  nreviously  contracted 
to  sell,  passes  only  his  actual  interest; 
and  one  who  acquires  his  title  at  a 
foreclosure  sale,  takes  it  subject  to  the 
equities  of  the  vendee  in  possession 
{Laverly  agt.  Moore,  88  >r.  T.  JS. 
668). 

VOBTGAQE  FOBEGLOSUHE. 

1.  A  lien  cannot  attach,  under  a  mort- 
gage, for  a  larger  sum  than  that  actu- 
ally loaned ;  and  payment  cannot  be 
enforced  by  the  mortgagees  or  their 
assignees,  even  as  trustees  for  the 
original  mortgagors,  for  the  amount 
not  act*ially  advanced ;  although  the 
latter  have  credited  their  grantees 
with  the  whole  amount  specified  in 
the  mortgage,  on  the  purchase  money 
{t^reeman  agt*  ^u2d,  44  Barb,  14). 

2.  Where  one  purchases  with  actual  no- 
tice of  a  prior  unregistered  mortgagee 
upon  the  premises,  the  registry  of  his 
deed  will  do  of  no  avail  against  such 
notice.  One  who  has  the  superior  legal 
title,  by  deed  from  the  purchaser  at  a 
mortgage  sale,  and  who  is  in  posses- 
sion, no  attempt  having  been  made  to 
disturb  him,  cannot  maintain  an  ac- 
tion to  set  aside  a  deed  executed  by 
the  mortga^^ee,  and  to  have  the  same 
declared  void,  on  the  ground  that  the 


grantor  was  induced  to  execute  it  br 
and  on  the  part  of  the  grantee  {Btd- 
ier  agt  Vide,  44  Barb.  166). 

8.  In  such  an  action,  a  general  allega- 
tion in  the  complaint,  tnat  the  grantee 
Srocured  the  deed  by  "false  and  fiiau- 
olent  representations  and  practices, 
and  by  undue  and  improper  influ- 
ences,^' is  insufficient,  without  stating 
the  nature  of  the  allied  representa- 
tions, &o{Id), 

4.  A  provision  in  a  bond  and  mortgage, 
that  if  default  shall  be  made  in  the 
payment  of  Interest  on  any  day  wher^ 
on' the  same  is  made  payable,  and  the 
same  shall  remain  unpaid  and  in  ar- 
rear  for  tiie  space  ox  ten  days,  the 
principal,  with  all  arrearages  of 
mterest  thereon,  shall,  at  tbe  op- 
tion of  the  mortgagee,  become  and 
be  due  and  payable  immediately 
thereafter,  is  legal  and  valid  {Rubent 
agt.  Prindie,  44  Barb,  886). 

6.  On  the  26th  of  June,  1868.  the  plain* 
tiff  executed  a  bond  and  mortgage  to 
H.  for  15,000,  containing  the  above 
provision.  On  the  7th  of  August, 
1858,  the  plaintiff  sold  and  conveyed 
the  mortgaged  premises  to  P.,  sub- 
ject to  the  mortgage  ;  the  conveyance 
containing  a  covenant  on  the  i»rt  of 
P.  to  pay  the  money  secured  Dy  the 
bond  and  mortgage,  as  the  same 
should  become  due  and  pi^able.  P. 
accepted  the  deed  with  tins  covenant, 
and  went  into  possession.  He  neg- 
lected to  pay  an  installment  of  inter- 
est, when  it  became  due,  and  for  more 
than  ten  days  thereafter.  In  conse- 
quence of  this  neglect,  H.  determined 
his  option  by  electing  to  regard  the 
whole  principal^  with  all  arrearagee 
of  interest,  as  immediately  due  and 
payable,  and  commenced  an  action 
against  the  plaintiff  to  foreclose  the 
mortgage,  praying  for  a  decree 
ag^ainst  mm  for  anv  deficiency  there 
mu[ht  be  :  Held,  tnat  as  between  the 
plaiutiff  and  P.,  the  latter  became,  by 
operation  of  tne  conveyance  to  him 
of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  the 
oovenfl^t  therem.  the  principal  debtor 
to  H.,  and  the  plaintiff  sustained  the 
relation  of  surety  to  P. ;  the  land  be- 
ing the  primary  fund  for  the  payment 
of  the  debt  (icE). 

6.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  morteage, 
brought  by  the  assiffnee  thereol^  the 
defense  set  up  was  that  the  bond  and 
mortgage  were  given  to  secure  a  loan 
of  $1^000  in  money,  and  the  price  of 
certam  watches,  sold  by  tiie  mortga- 
gee to  the  mortgagor  for  $8,000,  and 
represented  to  be  good  gold  watches, 
worth  from  $100  to  $160  each,  but 
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which  watches  were  not  is  represent- 
ed, but  were  of  base  metal,  and  not 
worth  in  market  oyer  1800 ;  and  that 
the  mortgagor  was  thereby  defrauded 
to  the  amount  of  $2,700.  The  fraud 
was  found  by  the  court  to  haVe  been 
proyed.  The  plaintiff  purchased  the 
mortgage  on  tne  same  day  it  was  ex- 
ecutedf  at  a  discount  of  $900.  and  took 
an  assignment  thereof,  with  knowl- 
edge that  the  mortgagor  was  largely 
mdebt,  and  his  reafestate  heayily  in- 
cumbered, and  that  the  consideration 
for  the  mortgage  was.  in  part,  a  sale 
oX.  watches :  jETeZd,  tnat  these  facts 
were  sufficient  to  awaken,  and  should 
haye  awakened  the  plaintiff's  suspi- 
cions, and  led  him  to  ftirther  inqnizr; 
and  were  enough  to  charge  him  with 
notice  of  the  firaud  ( WQcox  agt  Row- 
t/L  i4  Barb,  S96). 

7.  The  mortgagee  also  procured  from 
the  mortgagor  a  certificate,  dated  the 
same  day  with  the  bond  and  mort- 

Sge,  in  which  the  latter  declared 
at  the  bond  and  mortgage  were 
Slyen  for  a  good  and  yalid  considera- 
on,  to  the  ftdl  amount  thereof,  and 
were  subject  to  no  ofliset  or  defense 
whateyer.  This  was  giyen  before  the 
mortgagor  had  discoyered  the  fraud 
practiced  upon  him,  and  in  ignorance 
of  the  design  of  the  mortgagee  to  sell 
and  of  the  plaintiff  to  buy,  the  bond 
and  mortgage,  and  without  any  inten- 
tion thereby  to  induce  the  plaintiff,  or 
any  other  person,  to  purchase  them ; 
and  was  executed  upon  the  represen- 
tations of  the  mortgagee  that  such 
certificate  was  a  mere  matter  of  form, 
and  that  he^  the  mortgagee,  would 
not  purt  with  the  securities,  and 
woula  giye  the  mortgagor  fturther 
time  to  pay,  should  he  need  it.  And 
it  was  found  by  the  court,  that  the 
piitifitifT  did  not  rely  upon  the  truth 
of  the  statements  in  such  certificate, 
in  purchasing  the  bond  and  mortgage: 
Bad,  that  the  certificate  did  not 
amount  to  an  estqppei  in  fayor  of  the 
plaintiff  {Id). 

8.  On  the  38th  of  Noyember.  18i8,  P. 
became  the  purchaser  of  certain 
premises  at  a  mortgMpe  sale.  On  the 
12th  of  I>eoember,  1848,  he  executed 
and  deUyered  to  H.,  the  preyious 
owner  of  the  premises,  a  paper,  by 
which  he  aoknowled|[ed  the  receipt 
of  certain  securities  from  H.,  and  de- 
clared that  such  securities  and  their 
proceeds,  should  remain  as  collatend 
security  for  adyancea  which  might  be 
made,  or  liabilities  incurred  by  F.  on 
the  purchase  of  certain  property  of 
H.,  then  adyertised  for  sale,  or  which 
he  had  already  incnxred  on  the  pur- 


chase of  the  premises  in  question ; 
and  that  wheneyer  such  adyances  were 
re^d,  or  such  liabilities  extin- 
guished, he  (F.)  was  to  account  to  H. 
for  such  securities,  or  their  proceeds : 
Held,  that  this  pa]^  was  a  mortgage, 
so  far  as  the  premises  purchased  were 
concerned,  ^nd  that  the  legal  relation 
between  M.  and  F.,  was  that  of  mort- 

agor  and  mortgagee    {Sahler  agt. 

'^.gner,  4A  Barb,  e06). 


8i 


9.  And  S.,  haying  in  Augnst,  1852,  after 
the  death  of  H.,  purchased  of  F.  his 
interest  in  the  premises :  Seld,  that 
he  acquired  only  the  sune  interest 
which  F.  had  to  wit :  a  redeemable, 
and  not  an  absolute  estate— the  titie 
of  a  mortgagee.  And  that  haying 
gone  into  possession,  then  or  pre^ 
ously,  under  or  with  the  consent  of 
F^he  was  a  mortgagee  in  possession 

10.  Where  prendses  sold  under  a  mort- 
gage foreclosure,  were  bid  off  by  F. 
m  effect  for  and  as  the  agent  of  H., 
the  mortgagor,  the  latter  being  the 
real  purchaser,  and  the  titie  yesting 
in  and  belonging  to  him,  and  F.  hay- 
ing an  equitable  mortgage  upon  the 

S remises,  for  his  adyances,  out  not 
iie  legal  titie  or  beneficial  ownership: 
Held,  wat  H.*s  estate  in  the  premises 
was  subject  to  sale  under  an  order  of 
the  surrogate,  made  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  creditors,  and  that  the  pur- 
chaser at  such  a  eufde  became  yested 
with  such  titie  as  H.  had  in  the  prem- 
ises {Id), 

11.  If  a  mortgase  is  recorded  as  such, 
it  will  be  nonce  to  the  world  of  its 
existence :  and  nothing  less  than  ac- 
tual firaud  or  artifice,  in  denying  or 
concealing  its  existence  when  inquired 
about  or  sought  after,  will  estop  the 
holder  from  setting  it  up  afterwards. 
Where  one  is  mortjg^agee  of  the  entire 
premises,  and  at  the  same  time  a  de- 
yisee  of  only  an  undiyided  haJf  thereof, 
the  mortgage  will  not  in  equity  be 
merged,  out  will  be  upheld  for  hJa 
protection  {Id), 

12.  A  mortgagee  in  jposseesion  can  neyer 
be  dispossessed,  m  an  action  of  eiect- 
ment,  oy  the  holder  of  the  legal  titie. 
Being  in  possession,  he  is  entitied  to 
retain  it,  until  his  mortgage  is  satis- 
fied out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  or 
otherwise.  So  one  who  has  purchased 
the  mortgagor's  titie,  cannot  dispos- 
sess a  person  standing  in  the  woes 
of  the  mortgagee,  untu  his  mortgage 
is  satisfied  (S^. 
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MUNICIPAL  GOBPOBATIONS. 

1.  Where  monicipal  officers  net  without 
authority  in  contracting  for  the  repair 
of  the  streets  of  the  city,  the  city  will 
not  be  liable  for  the  work  per- 
formed under  such  contract  {Donovan 
agt.  Mayor,  dte.  New  York,  33  N,  Y, 
•?.  291). 

3.  Thus  when  the  appropriations  for  re- 
pairing such  streets  had  been  ex- 
naustod,  and  no  appropriation  for  such 
purpose  existed  at  the  time  the  work 
was  performed,  and  the  street  com- 
missioners had  given  no  certificate  as 
to  the  necessity  of  such  work,  and  the 
common  council  of  the  city  had  not 
authorized  it,  the  city  would  not  be 
liable  for  work  performed  upon  its 
streets,  and  material  for  the  same 
provided,  though  performed  under  a 
contract  with  some  of  the  municipal 
officers  {Id), 

8.  When  a  lawfol  contract  has  been 
made  with  a  municipal  corporation, 
and  it  has  been  folfilled  by  the  credit- 
or, he  is  entitled  by  implication  of  law 
to  1  reasonable  compensation,  in  the 
abaenoe  of  any  specific  agreement  as 
to  price  or  rate  of  payment  (ffatiem 
(his  lAghi  Co,  ^gi.  Mayor,  «c.  New 
York,  2&N,Y.Bi  309). 

i.  A  contract  for  gas,  to  light  the  ^bHc 
buildings  and  streets  of  the  city  of 
KewYork,  is  within  the  authority  of 
the  municipal  corporation  {Id), 

6.  Whore  the  agreement  is  Ibr  the  use, 
by  the  city,  of  eas  belonging  to  a 
manufacturer,  who  is  in  the  enjoy- 
ment of  a  practical  legislative  monopo- 

of 

contracts — ^^ — , o  — 

penditures  bevond  $250,  to  be  made  in 
writing  with  the  lowest  bidder,  on  an 
advertisement  for  sealed  proposals. 
(1  Sees.  Laws  1857,  p,  886,  §38.)  {Id,) 

0.  A  contract  prescribing  the  rate  of 
compensation  for  the  uso  of  ^as  during 
a  particular  year,  is  not  in  its  nature 
Ml  agreement  running  from  year  to 
year,  and  cannot  be  held  to  fix  the 
measure  of  compensation  for  subse- 
quent use  {Id), 

7.  A  corporation  is  not  limited  to  the 
exercise  of  the  powers  spedfloallv 
granted,  but  possessee,  in  addition,  all 
such  powers  as  are  either  necessarily 
incident  to  those  specified,  or  essential 
to  the  purposes  and  objects  of  its  cor- 
porate existence  {Ls  Oouteulx  agt.  CUy 
cf  Buffalo,  88  N.  Y,  R.  333). 

8.  The  common  council  of  the  city  of 


BufBdo  hare  fall  and  ample  power  to 
take  and  hold  any  property  transferred 
to  them  for  the  use  oicommon  schools 
in  said  city  {Id), 

■ 

9.  By  the  term  "  common  schools,"  is  to 
be  understood  such  schools  as  are 
common  or  open  to  alL  in  a  certain  lo- 
cality.   (Per  1>AVIE8,  J,)    {Id), 

10.  Prior  to  1851,  the  defendant  had 
power,  under  the  laws  of  the  state,  to 
estabhsh  and  maintain  freo  sohoola 
within  its  limits  and  legally  take  and 
hold  real  estate  £ar  such  purpose  {M,\, 

11.  The  common  oonncil  of  the  city  of 
Albany,  having  once  legally  canvassed 
the  votes  returned  for  the  election  of 
mayor  of  said  city,  have  exhausted 
their  power  over  that  subject,  and 
cannot  afterwards  reverse  taoir  deci- 
sion by  making  a  diflferent  determina- 
tion {Sddley  agt.  Mayor  qf  Albany, 
S3  N.  Y,  B.  603). 

1-2.  Where  the  law  has  committed  to  the 
common  council  the  duty  of  canvass- 
ing the  returns,  and  determining  tho 
result  of  an  election  from  them,  and 
the  council  have  performed  that  duty 
and  made  their  determination,  Uie 
question  as  to  the  effect  of  the  returns 
made  is  not  open  for  determination  by 
ajary  in  an  action  in  which  the  titlie 
of  tho  officer  to  his  office  oomes  up 
oollateraUy  (Id). 

13.  The  provisions  of  the  ordinance  of 
the  common  council  of  the  city  of  Kevr 
Tork,  passed  Deoember  31,  1868,  re- 
quiring citv  railroad  companies  to  paT 
a  license  fee  of  fifty  dollars  for  eacn 
car  run  bv  them,  or  become  liable  to  a 
penalty,  ac,  is  not  an  exercise  of  the 
power  of  municipal  reticulation,  re> 
served  by  the  terms  of  the  grant  to 
those  companies  {Id), 

14.  A  penalty  cannot  be  imposed  for 
non-oomphance  with  an  illegal  actian 
{Mayor  New  York  agt.  Third  Avenue 
BaOroad  Co,  2»N,Y.R,  ^). 

16.  Where  one  haa  been  employed  to  do 
certain  work  fbr  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion, by  an  agent  of  the  corporation 
ordinarily  and  appai^ntly  having 
power  to  employ  laborers,  and  work 
nas  been  done  under  such  employ- 
ment, the  fact  that  an  appropriation, 
required  to  be  made  in  advance,  has 
not  in  ikct  been  made,  or  if  made, 
that  it  has  been  expended,  will  not 
constitute  a  bar  to  a  recoverf  fbr  the 
work  and  labor  (Donovan  M;t.  Mayor^ 
Ac.  New  York,  44  Barb,  180). 
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L  Jk  min's  i««tdenoe  lithat  plice  wh«re 
hig  (lunilr  dwellB,  or  which  be  makes 
tiie  ohiot  «e&t  of  his  kfhln  uid  intor- 
erts  (MalUr<^  Saaiey,  1  Daly,  B81). 

H  Before  kn  &UeD  oui  be  nktunliaed, 
he  moat  have  resided  in  the  United 
Btatea  for  five  yean  next  preceding 
the  time  when  ho  ippliea  to  be  admit- 
ted acitiien.  The  repeftling  ut  of 
June  36, 1348,  baa  not  abrogated  this 
proTiBion  ( Jd). 

8.  An  alien  oame  to  Ihli  ooonli;  when 
he  waa  (f  the  age  of  thlrl«e&,  and  Te- 
nded here  till  De  was  twentf-Uiree 
Tears  of  age,  when  he  retaraed  to  Ire- 
land, the  plx»  of  hia  biith,  and 
where  bla  parents  resided,  tor  the  par- 
pose  of  seeing  hia  &ther,  who  waa  lU, 
but  remained  there  aoren  years,  dn- 
rins  which  time  he  followed  his  camng 
•a  a,  mechuiic  :  Oeid,  he  had  lost  hu 
reeidenoe  in  thie  comitry,  though  be 
taav  have  Inteoded  to  return  and  live 
in  Uils  comib7,  utd  ao  expreaeed  him- 
Belf  lo  his  friends  when  leaviog,  and 
had  deolared  his  intentiDn  !«  become 
aoiUien  in  the  manner  regotred  bv 
Uw  (id). 


&iedwhen  heflrst  went  ...  .  _ 
mariner  {Matter  tif  SoM,  1  IXOy,  531). 
fi,  S.,  an  alien,  oune  lo  this  Donntrj' with 
his  parents  wlien  he  was  ttiree  rears 
years  of  ue,  and  lired  with  Uiem  in 
the  city  <^ew  York,  nntU  Iheir  death, 
when  he  shipped  from  tbe  pwt  oi 


B  shipped  from  the  pwt  o^ 

Kew  York  as  a  mariner,  in  an  Ameri- 
EAD  Teasel,  and  tor  seven  years  there- 
after he  was  employed  eicloslvely  and 
oontinaouslj  as  a  esunui  In  tbe  mer- 
chant eervioe  of  the  tfcited  States : 
HeUi,  that  he  was  to  be  deemed  a  res- 
ident of  the  United  Btates,  and  of  the 
state  of  New  York,  dnring  that  time, 
tuid  wasenliledtobenatnraikedi'Jd]. 

NATiaABLBBXVBBS. 

J.  The  Mohawk  river   Is    a    navigable 
rtream  ;  and  the  title  to  the  bed  cf 
<r  ie  in  tbe  people  of  the  state. 


he  people  ol 
Biperian  owners  along  the 
not  entitled  to  damages  for  ai 


hawk  by  the  state.  JI  seem*^  that  t^e 
oommoD  law  rales,  delermlmng  what 
streauna  are  naTi^ble,  are  not  appli- 
cable to  this  oountrr  (People  i ' 

LooiMt  act.  Oaiial  imniMer*, 
r.  B.  461). 


1,88  2^. 


NEauaENCE. 

1.  In  determining  what  wotUd  or  would 
not  lie  negligence  on  the  part  of  k 
child  six  years  of  age,  it  is  not  to  be 
nnderatood  that  a  child  of  that  age  is 
to  be  held  to  the  sanie  degree  of  oM- 
tion,  (bre^ght  and  discretion,  that 
wonld  be  exacted  from  an  adolt.  If  a 
the  caution  ol" 


its  years,  that  is  all  that  can  be  r»- 

Siired  of  it.    Uore  wocld  be  Impoe- 
ble,  and  the  law  does  not  exact  an 


„ ,___  ._  J  paront  to . 

a  child  bIi  year*  of  age  to  go  alone  in 
the  BtreetA :    Btld,  properly  refnaed 


both  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
flowed  into  the  plaintiff's  lot,  and  fre- 
qnently  sabmerged  the  baeomont  of 


thongh  the  defendant  a  .. 
held  answerable  fbr  the  effect  pro- 
dnoed  by  waters  flowing  over  hia 
groqnd  towards  the  plaintiff's  lot,  in 
oonseqaenoe  of  the  natural  fbrmation 
of  the  soil ;  yet  It  appearing  that  the 
i._i_  _.  — . J  defendant's  kit  waa 


body  of  w 
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greatly  iucfeaued  by  the  lawful  cat- 
ting off  of  tho  drain  aiid  culvert,  and 
the  fiUmg  in  of  adjacent  sunken  lots 
by  their  owners,  obligations  were  im- 
poeed  upon  the  defendant  in  respect 
to  his  own  lot,  which,  but  for  other 
causes,  would  not  have  existed,  and 
he  was  bound  to  adopt  reasonable 
means  to  prevent  the  water  from  col- 
lecting and  remaining  on  his  premises. 
9.  'xhe  fact  that  the  pitch  of  the  plain- 
tiif*s  roofa  tended  to  auRment  the 
body  of  water  which  did  the  injury, 
does  not  deprive  him  of  all  ngnt  of 
action  for  the  ii^ury  ho  sustained  by 
reason  of  'the  defendant's  erection 
{Thomas  agt.  Kenyan,  1  IkUy^  182). 

4.  The  mutual  or  oo-oporatlng  negli- 
gence which  deprives  one  par^  of  anj 
right  of  action  against  the  other,  is 
mere  tho  act  which  produced  the  in- 
Inry  would  not  have  occurred  but  for 
the  combined  negligence  of  both 
{Id), 

fi.  Where  tho  effect  of  the  negligence  of 
one  party  is  to  produce  injmv  to  a  cer- 
tain extent  in  any  event ;  tnat  is.  if 
its  effect  is  to  produce  a  oertain 
amount  of  injury,  even  if  the  other 
party  had  been  guilty  of  no  negli- 
gence at  all,  then,  though  the  negli- 
gence of  the  other  par^  may  have 
rendered  the  loss  or  injury  greater 
than  it  would  otherwise  have  been, 
still  they  are  not  tho  joint  anthers  of 
all  that  has  taken  place ;  and  it  is 
possible  to  distinguish  the  amount 
of  injnry  caused  by  the  negligence  of 
the  one  trcm.  the  amount  of  injm^ 
oansed  by  the  negligence  of  the 
other.  And  in  snoh  a  case,  the 
Jury  have  a  rixht  to  discriminate,  and 
to  hold  a  defendant  responsibla  for 
damages  arising  fh)m  causes  with 
which  the  plaintiff  had  no  agen<7 

m. 

6.  A  raShroad  company  having  underta- 
ken to  lav  down  a  rail  track  along  a 
street  jrhidb.  ia  a  public  road,  are 
bound  to  lay  it  down  properly,  and  to 
keep  it  in  a  proper  condifion  thereaf- 
ter. It  is  a  question  fbr  the  Jury  to 
determine  whether  thev  have  done  so 
or  not  {Fash  agt.  Tkurd  Avenue  S, 
jR,Oo.l  Daly,  148). 

7.  And  where  by  the  sinking  of  the 
pavement,  a  spUEe  in  the  rail  was  left 
exposed,  witn  which  the  plaintiff's 
carriage  coming  in  contact,  the  plain- 
tiff was  thrown  out  and  ii^ured: 
ffeldj  that  the  compan]^  was  gmltv  of 
negligence,  and  the  plamtiff  might  re  > 
cover.  It  is  wholly  immaterial  wheth- 
er the  projection  of  the  spike  resulted 
trom  the  failure  of  the  city  oorporft- 


tion  to  repair  the  street  in  the  locality 
of  the  accident.  The  injury  to  plain- 
tiff resulted  from  the  defendants  per 
mitting  the  spike  to  project :  Bdd, 
therefore,  that  the  Judge  properlv  re- 
ftused  to  charge  the  jury  that  if  the 
defect  in  the  track  was  owing  to  the 
condition  of  the  streets,  or  of  the  gut- 
ters alongside,  the  plamtiff  could  not 
recover.  A  refusal  to  charge  the  jury 
that  if  the  rest  of  the  avenue  waa 
open  and  fit  for  plaintiff's  wa^on,  he 
could  not  recover  for  the  defective  con- 
dition in  the  pavement :  BeUL  proper 
{Id).  — .r    1-- 

8.  A  party  in  the  actual  possession  of  a 
city  pier,  is  responsible  in  damages 
for  i^unes  arising  trom  its  bad  oon- 
dition,  irrespective  of  the  question  of 
ownership ;  and  in  suits  for  snoh  dam- 
ages, the  possession  of  the  defendant 
being  shown,  the  queetion  of  title  doea 
not  arise  {Ckmavan  agt.  Oonldin,  1 
Daly,  609). 

9.  An  agreement  between  A.  and  B., 
joint  possessors  of  a  pier,  that  B. 
should  keep  it  in  good  repair,  is  no 
defense  to  an  action  against  A.  by  a 
third  part}[,  to  recover  cuimagesfbr  an 
injury  arising  from  its  defective  con- 
dition {Id), 

10.  The  owners  of  a  pier  in  the  dty  of 
New  York  leased  it  to  a  third  party, 
who  agreed  to  keep  it  in  as  good  re- 
pair as  it  then  was,  reserving  to  them- 
selves a  right  to  use  and  occupy  as 
much  of  the  pier  as  their  buameas 
might  require ;  and  under  this  agree- 
ment continued  to  use  the  dock: 
ffetdf  that  this  was  a  joint  possession, 
rendering  them  jointly  liable  with 
their  lessee,  for  the  death  of  a  horse, 
caused  by  the  defective  condition  <» 
the  pier  {Id). 

11.  An  individual  has  a  right  to  set  fire 
to  log  heaps  on  his  own  premises ; 
and  It  the  wind  rises  and  carries  the 
flames  to  his  neighbor's  premises,  and 
the  buildings  of  the  latter,  with  their 
contents,  are  destroyed,  no  action  will 
lie,  without  proof  of  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  person  km<uing  the 
fire  {OaOeins  agt.  Barger,  44  Barh. 
(424). 

la.  The  fact  that  the  person  k1n«^liI1g 
the  fire  left  home  on  the  day  his 
neighbor's  buildings  were  destroyed, 
witnout  leavinff  any  one  to  watch  the 
fire,  and  was  absent  when  the  fire  oc- 
curred, does  not  show  negligence  and 
carelessness  on  his  p*rL  so  as  to  ren- 
der him  liable  for  the  damage  done. 
If  he  had  no  reason  to  apprehend  a 
sudden  change  in  the  weather,  and 
the  rising  of  the  wind,  when  he  left 
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home,  he  ehonld  not  be  held  respon- 
sible for  it;  certainly  not  without 
some  proof  that  his  presence  might 
hare  prevented  the  injury  which  hap- 
pened (Id). 

18.  While  negh'gence  is  usually  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  for  the  jury ;  yet  when  the 
undisputed  fkcts  show  that  the  de- 
fendant, in  an  action  for  negligence, 
is  guiltless  of  all  blame,  the  case  re- 
solves itself  into  a  question  of  law, 
for  the  determination  of  the  court, 
upon  the  evidence  introduced  (Id). 

NEWTBIAL. 

1.  Although  a  new  trial  will  not  be 
firanted  on  evidence  merely  contra- 
oicting  the  testimony  on  which  the 
verdict  proceeded,  discovered  subse- 
quent to  the  trial,  yet  where  the  facts 
on  which  the  witnesses  for  the  pre- 
vailing partv  founded  themselves,  are 
falsified  by  the  affidavits  produced  on 
the  motion,  it  affords  a  sufficient 
ground  for  ordering  a  new  trial 
XWeJ^kamp  agt  WiSet,  1  Daly,  4). 

9.  In  an  action  by  a  married  woman 
against  the  shenflT  for  taking  certain 
personal  property,  claimed  by  her  to 
be  her  separate  estate,  upon  a  judg- 
ment and  execution  against  her  hus- 
band :  BeUL  that  her  testimony  on 
the  trial  tending  to  show  her  ability 
to  purchase  the  property  claimed,  with 
moneys  of  her  own,  and  independent 
of  her  husband,  was  material  to  the 
issue.  And  where  it  is  shown  beyond 
dispute,  by  affidavit^  on  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  that  her  testimony  on 
that  point  was  false :  Edd,  sufficient 
ground  for  granting  a  new  trial  (id). 

NEW  YORK  CITY. 

1.  For  the  purpose  of  an  assessment  for 
improvements,  the  corporation  of  the 
city  of  New  York  is  owner  of  the  pub- 
lic squares,  and  is  to  be  assessed  in 
the  same  manner  as  individual  owners 
are  assessed  for  Uieir  property  {MaUer 
qf  lurflerj  41  Barb.  46). 

2.  The  common  oounoU  of  the  dty  of 
New  York  has  the  power  to  assume 
the  expense  of  paving  any  of  the 
streets  of  the  citj,  and  to  pay  the 
same,  in  whole  or  in  part,  out  oi  the 
city  treasury,  and  to  assess  the  bal- 
ance, if  any,  upon  the  owners  of  pro- 
per^. The  l75th  section  of  the  act 
of  1813  does  not  nrevent  such  a  course, 
on  their  part.  While  that  act  gives 
the  common  council  the  power  to  as- 
sess the  whole  exx>ense  on  the  owners 
of  lots,  yet  if,  for  any  reason,  they 


think  the  public  should  bear  a  portion 
of  the  expense,  they  have  anthurity  ao 
to  direct.  The  section  referred  to  is 
not  obligatory  {Id). 

8.  In  an  action  against  the  corporation 
of  the .  city  of  Mew  York,  to  recover 
for  work  done  and  materials  ftimished 
In  repairing  the  streets,  an  answer 
setting  up  that  there  was  an  appro- 

E nation  made  hj  an  act  of  the  lesis- 
kture  for  repairing  roads,  &o.j  out 
that  the  same  was  exhausted,  is  msuf- 
ficient,  where  it  is  not  averred  and 
does  not  appear,  that  the  plaintiif 's 
work  was  such  as  was  covered  by  the 
appropriation  {I><movan  agt.  Mayor, 
So.  qfNew  York,  44  Barb.  180). 

4.  Where  it  does  not  appear,  and  is  net 
averred,  that  any  department  em- 
ployed uie  plaintiff,  it  is  no  defense  to 
Lis  daim  for  work  to  aver  that  no  ap- 
propriation had  been  made,  to  cover 
the  expense  of  such  work,  according 
to  section  28  of  the  charter  of  1867, 
which  forbids  the  departments  of  the 
city  government  to  incur  expenses  be- 
fore an  appropriation  {Id). 

5.  The  common  council  of  the  dty  of 
New  York  has  no  power  to  authorize 
an  extAision  of  a  city  railroad,  unless 
possibly  where  such  extension  is  really 
necessary  to  the  eniovmont  of  a  pre- 
vious vaJid  grant  {The  People  agi. 
TTie  Third  Avenue  Bailroaa  Co.  45 
Barb.  63). 

6.  If  it  be  claimed  that  such  extension 
is  a  necessary  incident  to  the  prindpal 
subject  of  the  grant,  that  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  and  the  burden  of  prov- 
ving  it  rests  upon  the  railroad  com- 
pany {Id). 

7.  By  the  act  incorporating  the  New 
York  and  Harlem  railroad  company, 
passed  April  25,  1832,  the  company 
was  empowered  to  construct  a  smglie 
or  double  railroad  or  way  fh>m  any 
point  on  the  north  bounds  of  Twenty- 
third  street,  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
tk}  any  point  on  the  Harlem  river  be- 
tween the  east  bounds  of  the  Third  ave- 
nue and  the  west  bounds  of  the  EighUi 
avenue,  with  a  branch  to  the  Hudson 
river,  between  One  Hundred  and 
Twenty-fourth  street  and  the  north 
bounds  of  One  Hundred  and  Twenty- 
ninth  street :  Htid,  1.  That  the  prac- 
tical location  of  the  railroad  within 
the  prescribed  limits  would  exhaust 
the  powers  conferred,  and  prevent  a 
subsequent  change  of  location,  except 
by  consent  of  the  legislature.  2.  That 
the  location  of  the  tracks  (if  there 
were  two)  would  have  to  be  substan- 
tially upon  the  eame  route.  That  the 
permission  to  build  a  double  track 
should  be  construed   to  mean  two 
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tracks  essentially  npon  the  same  loca- 
tion, for  the  purpose  of  enabling  cars 
to  run  in  opposite  directions,  and  not 
two  essentially  different  roates 
through  different  sti^eets  and  avenues, 
such  as  would  be  occupied  by  parallel 
railroads;  especially  as  the  nghtof 
granting  to  other  persons  or  corpora- 
nons  authority  to  construct  parallel 
railroads  on  streets  or  avenues  not 
occupied  by  the  New  York  and  Harlem 
railroad  company,  was  expressly  re- 
served to  the  legislature  by  the  ICth 
section  of  the  same  act  ( The  People 
agt.  The  New  York  and  Harlem.  Rail- 
road Oo,  45  Barb.  73). 

8.  By  an  amendatory  act  of  the  6th  of 
April,  1832,  the  company  was  "  autho- 
rized and  empowered,  with  the  per- 
mission of  tne  mayor«r  &c.,  of  riew 
York,  to  extend  their  railroad  along 
the  Fourth  avenue  to  Fourteenth 
street,  and  through  such  other  streets ' 
as  the  mayor,  &c.,  might  from  time  to 
time  permit,  subject  to  such  pruden- 
tial rules"  as  were  prescribed  by  the 
act,  and  as  the  said  mayor^  &g.,  in 
•common  oQuncU  convened,  m^ght  pre- 
scribe :  Hddf  that  the  precise  route 
of  the  extension  was  not  intended  to 
be  defined  by  the  act,  but  this  was 
(designedly  left  to  the  sound  discretion 
of  tne  common  council;  and  the 
road  was  to  be  extended  through  such 
other  streets  as  the  mayor,  &c.,  might 
from  time  to  time  permit  {id). 

9.  That  tins  was  a  continuous  power,  left 
to  be  exercised,  from  time  w  time,  as 
the  wants  of  the  community  should 
req^uire.  It  was  not  therefore  a  power 
which  was  spent  by  a  single  grant  or 
j>ermi8sion,  out  might  be  repeatedly 
exercised,  according  to  the  exigency 
of  the  case  {Id). 

10.  iTeZcL  also,  that  the  extension  autho- 
rized by  the  act  of  April  6, 1832,  was 
<a  lon^tudinal,  and  not  a  lateral  one  ; 
and  it  was  not  meant  that  it  should 
pursue  the  same  precise  direction  with 
that  portion  of  tne  road  to  which  it 
was  attached,  and  not  in  any  degree 
diverging  from  such  a  course,  out 
that  it  should  have  the  same  general 
direction,  as  a  southern,  south-eastern 
or  south-western  direcaon,  and  not  a 
direction  to  opposite  or  widely  diver- 
gent points  of  tiie  compass  {Id). 

U.  Held,  further,  that  a  reasonable  in- 
terpretation of  the  act  required  that 
the  extension  should  be  made  from 
the  termination  of  the  road  already 
constructed,  so  as  to  be  a  legitimate 
continuation  and  prolongation  there- 
of. That  it  was  to  go  further— not  to 
return  back.  It  was  to  be  continued, 
not  to  branch  off.    It  was  to  be  a  sin- 
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le  route,  not  seyeral  routes.    It  wm 
be  an  extensian,  and  not  a  braiidi 

{Id). 

12.  Accordingly,  the  common  council  of 
New  York  having  prcfessedly  in  pur- 
suance of  the  authority,  girtm  by  the 
act  of  April,  1832,  pafsed  an  ordinance 
on  the  21st  of  April,  1868.  granting 

J>ermis8ion  to  the  New  York  and  Har- 
em railroad  company  to  extend  its 
railroad,  and  construct  a  double  tradk 
fh)m  their  present  Fourth  avenue 
track,  between  SeventeonUi  and  Fif- 
teentn  streets,  through  Broadway,  to 
the  foot  of  Whitehall  street,  with  an 
additional  track  around  Bowling  Green 
and  State  street,  and  another  addi- 
tional single  track  around  Union 
Square;  with  farther  permission  to 
construct  an  additional  6ingle  track  to 
the  Fulton  ferrr,  through  John  street, 
Ac.,  returning  through  Fulton  street ; 
and  to  extend  its  railroad  and  oon- 
struct  a  double  track  from  ttie  present 
track  in  Fourth  avenue,  tnrough 
Twenty-third  street  to  Madison  ave- 
nue, and  thence  through  Madison 
avenue  as  far  as  it  is  or  hereafter  may 
be  opened;  with  further  pemussion 
to  connect  therewith  by  a  single  or 
double  track  from  Fourth  avenue  to 
Madison  avenue,  through  Twenty- 
fourth  street :  Heldt  that  the  pennis- 
sion  attempted  to  be  grantea  bytho 
ordinance  was  not  warranted  by  the 
terms,  intent  or  fair  interpretation  of 
theactof  the  6th  of  April;  1832  (Jd)- 

13.  Hdd,  also,  that  the  permission  grant- 
ed by  the  common  council,  U)  the 
railroad  company  was  not  maintain- 
able as   a   lawfnl  exercise  of  power 

granted  to  the  common  council  under 
le  ancient  Dongan  and  Montgomezy 
charters,  independent  of  any  statntoiy 
grant  or  authority  {Id). 

14.  A  contract  by  the  street  commis- 
sioner, without  the  authority  of  tiie 
common  council,  according  to  section 
12  of  the  charter  of  1853,  lor  the  con- 
struction of  a  stone  wall  along  the 
sides  of  a  street,  to  protect  the  em- 
bankment, is  in  contravention  of  the 
statute,  if  the  whole  work  involves  an 
expenditure  of  over  $250  {Eita  agt. 
The  Mayor,  Ac.  1  DaJty,  102). 

15.  The  fiBU3t  that  the  wall  thus  built  was 
in  four  detached  pieces,  at  wide  inter- 
vals a)>art,  for  each  piece  of  which  the 
en)ense  was  less  than  $250,  wU  not 
take  the  case  out  of  the  prohibition  of 
section  12,  it  appearing  that  the  wall 
was  directed  to  be  done  at  tibe  same 
time,  and  was  a  continuous  work.  It 
must  be  regarded  as  Calling  within  a 
single  oontraot   or  direction  of  the 
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street  commiaeioner,  and  is  therefore 
within  the  prohibition  (Id). 

16.  The  street  commissioner,  in  order  to 
protect  a  street  embankment  which 
was  being  bnilt  under  his  direction, 
ordered  two  basins  to  be  built  to  carry 
the  water  from  the  surfiice  of  the 
street  into  the  sewer :  Edit  that  he 
had  no  authority  to  make  any  con- 
tract for  the  building  of  such  basin, 
and  the  contractor  therefore  could  not 
recover.  The  street  commissioner  has 
cognizance  of  only  that  part  of  the 
street  imi)roYements  whicn  consist  in 
their  opening,  regulating  and  paving 
( Charter  of  1842,  §  12 ) .  The  construc- 
tion of  basins  connected  with  the  sew- 
ers, and  forming  part  of  the  means  by 
which  the  unoerground  drainage  or 
the  city  \a  effected,  is  exclusively  with- 
in the  duties  of  the  Croton  Aquedact 
Board  {Ghariec  c/ 1849,  §  15).    {Id.) 

17.  The  street  commissioner,  though  in 
some  respects  he  may  be  regarded  as 
the  agent  of  the  corporation,  is  not. 
however,  such  an  aeent  as  can  bind 
nis  principal,  generally.  He  is  an  in- 
dependent public  officer,  acting  under 
special  statutory  authority,  but  con- 
trolled by  the  corporation  ordinances; 
and  therefore  like  one  actmg  under 
special  instructions,  from  which  he 
cannot  depart,  and  of  which  parties 
dealing  with  him  are  presumed,  and 
bound,  to  have  knowledge.  He  can- 
not bind  the  corporation  except  in  re- 
spect to  those  acts  which  fall  within 
his  limited  duties  and  authority  (/d). 

18.  The  harbor  masters  of  the  city  of 
New  York  have  full  power  to  station 
and  regulate  vessels  in  the  streams  of 
the  North  and  East  rivers,  and  also 
within  the  wharves  of  the  city  of  New 
Tork  ( 7/ie  Mayor,  Ae,  agt.  Tucker,  1 
Daly,  107). 

19.  The  office  of  dock  master,  under  the 
corporation  ordinance  of  1889,  chapter 
84,  was  superseded  by  the  various  acts 
of  the  legislature  creating  and  regu- 
lating the  office  of  harbor  masters 
{Id). 

90.  The  act  of  1868,  *'  in  relation  to  the 

?oiice  department  of  the  city  of  New 
ork"  {Laws  cf  1858.  p,  441),  has 
been  entirely  abrogated  by  the  metro- 
potitan  police  act  of  1857 ;  and  the 
proTisions  of  section  six  of  the  former 
act,  declaring  the  captains  of  poUce  to 
be  dock  masters  witnin  their  reepec- 
tive  limits,  do  not  therefore  confer  on 
captains  of  poUce  any  authority  to  act 
as  such  ;  nor  have  the  police  commis- 
sioners any  power  under  the  latter  act 
to  confer  upon  policemen  any  autho- 
rity as  dock  masters  {Id). 


21.  The  city  inspector  of  the  city  of  New 
Tork,  being  authorized  bv  a  resolution 
of  the  board  of  health  to  employ  the 
plaiatiff's  assignor  "  to  remove  tem- 
porarily, or  until  farther  ordered  by 
the  board  or  common  council,  all  the 
contents  of  the  sinks  and  privies  of 
the  city  beyond  the  harbor,"  made  a 
contract  accordingly,  fixing  the  rate 
of  compensation,  as  directed  by  the 
resolution,  at  fiftv  dollars  per  week  for 
the  first  six  months,  and  forty  dollars 
per  week  for  the  time  after  that  period: 
udd,  that  such  contract  was  within, 
the  power  conferred  on  the  board  of 
health  by  section  6  of  the  act  of  I860, 
chapter  275,  title  8,  and  section  27  of 
the  act  of  1857,  chapter  446 ;  and  the 
corporation  was  chargeable  with  the 
expenses  arising  fh>m  the  employment 
of  the  plaintiff^  assignor  {la), 

22.  Hddtfartker,  that  it  being  compe- 
tent, bv  the  terms  of  the  contract,  lor 
the  defendants  or  the  board  of  health 
to  terminate  it  at  any  moment,  it  could 
not  be  deemed  a  continuing  contract, 
or  as  invading  the  powers  of  the  com- 
mon council  as  prescribed  by  the  char- 
ter, to  make  contracts  for  the  same 
work  :  Held,  fnriher.  that  such  con- 
tract was  not  m  violation  of  section  88 
of  the  charter  of  1857,  requiring  aJl 
contracts  involving  an  expenditure  of 
over  1250  to  be  founded  upon  sealed 
bids  and  proposals  {Id), 

28.  R  seems,  that  the  provisions  of  seo' 
tion  88  of  the  chaner  of  1867  apply 
only  to  contracts  to  be  let  by  authonly 
of  the  common  council,  and  were 
never  intended  to  apply  to  the  board 
of  health.  The  courts  have  no  power, 
in  collateral  proceedings,  to  mquire 
whether  the  facts  upon  which  a  lx>ard 
of  health  determines  a  thin^  to  be  a 
nnisauce  justify  its  conclusion  {Mo- 
Laren  agt.  Mayor.  Ac.  of  Nevo  York, 
1  Daly,  243). 

24.  A  dwelling  house  is  one  designed  to 
be  occupied  as  a  place  of  abode  by 
night  as  well  as  by  daj.  and  which  is 
constructed  with  special  reference  to 
that  object,  and  as  lone  as  it  is  capable 
of  being  so  used  in  whole  or  in  part, 
it  retains  its  specific  character  (Fire 
Department  agt.  Buhler,  1  Daly  891). 

25.  A  building  erected  for  a  store  or  a 
warehouse  does  not  become  a  dweUinff 
house,  though  a  place  may  be  fittoa 
up  in  it  for  a  person  to  sleep  in  ;  nor 
does  one  originallv  erected  for  a  dwell- 
ing house  oease  to  be  such  though  a 
part  of  it  has  been  converted  into  a 
store.  A  building,  therefore,  which 
was  originally  constructed  as  a  dwell- 
ing house,  and  was  occupied  as  such, 
though  subsequently  used  in  part  as 
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"  a  store,*'  the  attic  betnff  need  by  the 
clerks  as  a  sleeping  apartment,  and  in 
the  basement  of  which  there  was  a 
bedroom:  HOd,  to  be  a  "dwelling 
honse."  within  the  meaning  of  sections 
U  and  ao  of  the  fire  laws  of  the  city 
of  New  York  (Xaww  (^1849,  ch,  84,  p. 
121) ;  the  roof  of  which  might  be 
raised  and  made  flat  without  subject- 
ing the  owner  to  the  penalty  pre- 
scribed in  the  statute  (la). 

S6.  The  members  of  the  fire  department 
of  the  city  of  New  York  owe  their  al- 
legiance to  the  city,  not  as  members 
<w  a  corporation,  but  as  members  of 
an  organization  identified  with  the  ad- 
ministration of  tibe  citY  goyemment, 
and  forming  apart  of  its  protectiye 

ralioe  (O'Jfoaraagt.  The  Mayor,  dc, 
Daly  ,405). 

NEXT  OP  KIN. 

1.  Where  the  executrix  of  the  es- 
tate of  N.  E.,  received  as  collat- 
eral security  me    assignment  of  a 

^  mortgage  held  in  trust,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  personal  debt  of  the  irus- 
^  tee  due  to  ibe  estate,  for  which  assign- 
ment there  was  no  legal  consideration, 
and' the  executrix  collected  the  mon- 
eys due  on  such  mortgage,  and  dis- 
tributed the  same  amone  the  next  of 
kin  and  legatees  of  said  estate,^  and 
in  an  action  brought  by  cestui  que 
trusts  ag&inst  f  uch  next  of  kin  and 
legatees,  to  r^^over  the  moneys  thus 

.  distributed  |o  them  as  proceeds  of 
said  mortgage  :    JSeld,  that  such  next 

.  X>f  kin  and  legatees  were  liable  there- 
'teX^^Mft  agt  Oioan,  88  N.  Y.  B. 

%  That  the  rights  of  the  parties  were 
not  altered  Dj  the  foct  that  the  de- 
fSgndante  received  at  the  same  time, 
other  moneys  than  those  arising  out 
of  said  mortgage.  That  receiving  the 
plaintiff's  money  without  givine  value 
for  it,  they  are  liable  therefor,  though 
mixed  wim  other  money  belonging  to 
them  at  the  time  of  receiving  it  (Id). 

8.  The  answer  of  the  executrix  admitp* 
tmg  the  receipt  of  the  money  upon 
Bucn  mortgage,  and  thus  distributed, 
is  admissible,  and  binding  unon  the 
defendants  made  parties  after  her 
death  by  bill  of  revivor  and  supple- 
ment (ia). 

NON-JOINDEB. 

1.  But  fbr  defects  arising  from  non- 
Joinder  of  plaintdEB,  advantage  can 
only  be  taken,  under  the  Ckxle,  by  an- 
swer or  demurrer.    In  case  of  such 


defect,  an  answer  upon  the  merits 
waives  all  objection  on  that  aooount 
iDormea  agt.  Walsh,  83  N,  T.  JR.  43). 

NON-surr. 

1.  Where  a  cause,  in  which  there  are 
diiOferent  counts  or  causes  of  action,  is 
brought  to  trial,  and  evidence  is  given 
by  the  plaintiff  affecting  all  the  causes 
of  action,  at  the  close  of  which,  the 
defendant  moves  for  a  non-suit  as  to 
one  of  the  separate  causes  of  actum, 
the  granting  such  non-suit  and  oon- 
tinumg  the  action  as  to  the  other 
causes,  is  of  dotMfvH  propriety  {Mey- 
er agt  QoedA,  ante,  456). 

2.  It  leaves  all  the  evidence  relating  to 
that  branch  of  the  case  before  the  Ju- 
ry; while  the  defendant,  by  the  non- 
suit, may  suppose  the  testimony  on 
that  subject  immaterial,  and  omitted 
to  contradict  or  explain  it.  He,  how- 
ever, has  a  remedv,  by  moving  the 
court  to  strike  out  the  testimony  rela- 
ting to  that  branch  of  the  case  {N), 

3.  If  the  defendant  does  not  take  this 
course,  he  cannot  take  a  valid  excep- 
tion to  the  permission  of  the  opposite 
counsel  being  allowed  to  comment  on 
such  testimony  to  the  Jury ;  as  the 
evidence  was  properly  uiken  in  the 
case,  and  had  not  been  stricken  out; 
the  fact  of  the  declaration  of  the 
Judge,  that  he  did  not  consider  this 
cause  of  action  sustained,  did  not  have 
the  effect  to  remove  the  evidence  from. 
the  case  {Id). 

4.  The  refusal  of  the  Judge  to  open  the 
case  and  admit  evidence,  alter  the 
summing  up  to  the  Jury  was  through, 
is  no  proper  ground  of  exception.  Nei- 
ther would  the  admission  of  evidence 
under  such  circumstances,  be  consid, 
ered  a  good  ground  of  exception.  In 
both  respects  it  is  a  matter  of  discre- 
tion with  the  Judge  {Id). 

NOTICE  OF  APPEAL. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  recovers  judg- 
ment in  the  Justioes  courts  for  $100, 
and  on  appeal  to  the  county  court, 
serves  an  offer  on  the  defendant  to 
correot  U,  hy  takinq  125  less,  which  of- 
fer the  defendant  does  not  accept,  the 
defendant  cannot  prove  the  offer  in 
the  county  court  lor  the  purpose  of 
sabstantiating  his  assertion  to  the  ju- 
ry, that  the  offer  was  evidence  that 
too  plavnJt^  had  no  oot^ldenee  in  his 
case  {Finney  agt.  Veeder,  ante,  14). 

2.  Whether  it  was  necessary  to  prove 
the  offer  in  reference  to  the  question 
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of  costa?  Dub.  B  nenu,  thit  the 
o(br  might  boused  oa  the  idJiiBtmeiit 
of  costa,  withont  being  proved  tai  tbe 
oonnty  eourt  (Id). 
S.  On  an  appeal  tmm  a  Indnnent  h 
justice's  oonrt,  under  Bsotion  871  of 
Uie  Cede,  the  respondent  must  be  re- 
sponeible  for  the  oO^  he  makes  to  al- 
low thejadgment  of  tbe  ioatioe  to  be 
corrected,  without  regard  to  tbe  ex- 
tent tbe  appellant  claims  In  bis  notice 
of  appeal  il  should  have  been  more 
faTorable  to  him  (Aeed  ast.  Moore, 
ante.  2«). 

L  Tbe  respondent's  light  to  ooats  in  the 
coQntf  court  mnat  depend  apon  the 
IWt,  if  hii  oBBi  be  not  acospt«d, 
whether  the  Judgment  of  Chat  ooort 
be  more  fovorabie  to  tbe  appelluit 
than  Buch  offer;  aod  if  more  iaroia- 
ble  to  the  appellant  than  the  respond- 
ent's offer,  Ine  section  is  imperatiTe, 
that  the  appellant  will  be  entitled  to 
costs  ;  otherwise,  he  will  be  liable  to 
the  respondent  for  costs  (fd). 

B.  CoDseqnently,  the  respondent  is 
confined  in  lus  offer  to  the  claim 
the  appeUant  in  the  notice  of  appeal 
OTon  u  that  olaim  is  particalar  ana 
^•ecifte  attoOm  omounf ;  and  this  be- 
ing BO,  It  would  be  useless,  and 
should,  Uierefore,  not  be  held  neces- 

be  BpeoMe  In  amount  {Id). 
6.  The  correct  doctrine  on  this  point  ts 
held  in  Fux  agt.  A'ellfg  (3A  Hote.  IM), 
and  Loomit^it.  Bigbie  {!&3'oai.2ai), 
that  it  la  not  iQcuabent  upon  the  sp- 

hrougb 


to  become  an  actor  fbr  the  correbtion 
of  erroTB,  at  his  own  peril  of  future 
expense,  in  eaw  of  tnrUier  controTer- 

8,  A  notioe  <^  apj)t<d  from  *  jnaticB'B 
Judgmeut,  under  seoUon  STl  of  tJie 
Code,  whuh  specifled  the  following 
gmuTidit,  was  held  ineufflcient  to  re- 
qniri^au  oDbrfTom  the  respondent,  to 
wit ;     Ist.  That  the  Jnsbce  had  not 


]uTiadlotion.of  the  caae,  because  the 
parties  were  tenants  in  common  of  ilia 

0.  3d.  Tha  jnstJoe  erred    in   allowing 
phuntiff  toe  ha;,  as  the  deftadant  fOr- 

nished  alltheh>]rn( .--■-.... 

out  the  stock. 


10.  Sd.  Hie   damages   were  eioeastre. 


13.  fith.  The  defendant  demands  a  new 
trial,  because  the  claim  of  each  pai^ 
in  his  pleadmgs  was  aboTe  150,  and 
the  Judgment  is  above  tSO. 


16,  A  natiee  purporting  to  state  the 
gronnds  of  appeBl,  without  intimation 
of  further  cUun,  does  not  require  an 
offer  from  the  respondeat  at  Ms  peril, 
even  though  some  one  or  more  of  the 
grounds  of  appeal  might  be  construed 
mto  *  BufBcient  demand  fbr  a  modifl- 
cation,  had  that  purpose  been  pointed 
out.  (PoTTEB,  J.  <Siten)ed.)  (Low- 
land  agt.  Ataobd,  ante,  167.] 

mnsANod. 

See  BoiKD  or  Exu/ib,  1, 3, 8, 4,  i^ 


OCCDPAHOr. 

,  The  practical  location  of  a  division 
line  by  adjoining  proprietors,  on  the 
fiuth  of  which  valuable  improvements 
have  been  made,  concludes  them  and 
their  snceoasors  in  interest  ( Lavtriy 
agt  Moore,  aaS.T.B.  «68). 


nsuallv  oonlzolled  b;  the  relative  ei 
twit  of  wat«r  frontage:  but  these  ai 
subject,  like  other  nghts,  to  enlaig< 
ment   or   abridgement   07   oontiM 


does  not  embrace  it,  and  made  bj  par- 
ties who  neither  owned  nor  claimed  it 
is  not  enough  to  defeat  a  transfer  of 
title  on  the  ground  of  adverse  posaea- 
Eion  at  tbe  date  of  the  oonvejanca 
{Id).. 
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OFFER  OF  JUDGMENT.  | 

1.  Wliere  the  plaintiff  recovers  judgment 
in  the  jnetioe's  court  for  $100,  and  on 
appeal  to  the  county  court,  serves  an 
<^er  on  the  defendant  to  cotred.  it,  by 
taking  $25  lesSy  which  offer  the  de- 
fendant does  not  accept,  the  defend- 
ant cannot  prove  the  offer  in  the 
county  court  for  the  purpose  of  sub- 
stantiating his  assertion  to  the  jury, 
that  the  offer  was  evidence  that  vie 
pUiiniiff  Aad  no  confidence  in  hit  case 
(lYnn«yagt.  Veeder,  ante  14). 

2.  Whether  it  was  necessary  to  prove 
the  offer  in  reference  to  the  auestion 
of  costs.  I>ub.  Jt  acemg^  tnat  the 
offer  might  be  used  on  the  adjustment 
of  costs,  without  being  proved  in  the 
county  court  {Id). 

8.  Where  the  defendant  served  an 
answer  admitting  two  items  in  the 
complaint,  and  denied  the  balance  of 
the  complaint,  and  afterwards,  on  the 
same  day,  served  an  offer  of  judgment 
for  $1.01  more  than  the  amount  of  the 
admitted  items,  which  offer  was  not 
accepted,  but  the  cause  was  put  on 
the  calendar  for  trial  and  referred,  and 
on  tiie  trial  the  defandant  amended 
her  answer  and  set  up  two  counter- 
claims, one  f6r  $405.87,  and  the  other 
for  $8.61,  and  on  the  trial  the  plaintiff 
defeated  the  counter-claim  of  $405.37, 
and  the  defendant  recovered  upon  the 
counter-claim  of  $8.61.  and  mterest 
thereon,  which  was  deducted  from 
the  amount  Admitted  by  the  answer, 
and  the  balance  of  $87.87,  reported  as 
due  the  plaintiff  March  22, 1866 :  Held, 
tiiat  the  plaintiff  had  recovered  "  a 
more  favorable  judgment  than  the  one 
qJfereOy"  and  was  entitled  iofuU  costs 
under  section  886  of  the  Code  ( Tktmcr 
agt.  Honsinger,  ante,  66). 

OFFICEBS. 

1.  The  authority  of  those  who  hold  pub- 
lic offices  under  color  of  legal  title 
cannot  be  disputed  in  a  collateral  pro- 
ceeding. It  can  only  be  questionea  in  { 
an  action  brought  by  the  attorney 
general  in  the  name  of  the  peole  of 
thesUte.  (a>de,§4S8.)  (T  fie  Mayor, 
Ac,  agt.  Tucker,  1  Daly,  107). 

2.  One  who  is  appointed  to  a  municipal 
office,  but  who  is  unlawfully  excluded 
therefrom  by  a  third  person,  who  alone 
performs  the  duties  of  the  office,  can- 
not recover  the  compensation  allowed 
by  law  for  such  services  without  at 
least  showing  that  he  has  taken  every 
proper  legal  measure  to  obtain  pos- 
sesBion  oa  ihe  office  {Smith  agt.  The 
Mayor,  <fto.  1  Daly,  219). 


PABTI£S. 

1.  Whore  the  consideration  of  a  bond 
proceeds  from  a  third  puty,  who  is 
acting  in  the  name  and  for  tne  benefit 
of  the  obligee  thereof,  such  obligee  is 
a  party  to  the  contract  in  such  a  sense 
as  to  be  entitled  to  the  proper  reme- 
dies to  reform  or  to  collect  the  same 
{Necius agt.  Durdap, d»N.  F. B, 676). 

2.  To  entitle  a  partv  to  a  decree  of  a 
court  of  equity  rerorming  a  written 
instrument,  he  must  show  first,  a 
plain  mistake,  clearly  made  out  by 
satisfactory  proofs.  He  must  also 
show  that  the  part  omitted  or  inserted 
in  the  instrument,  was  omitted  or  in- 
serted contrary  to  the  intent  of  both 
parties,  and  under  a  mutual  mistake 

3.  In  an  action  against  the  owners  of  a 
vessel  for  supplies  fdmiahed  her, 
where  only  one  of  the  defendants  is 
served,  and  it  does  not  appear  by  the 
evidence  that  the  other  defendants 
are  part  owners :  Held,  that  there  was 
a  dear  misjoinder  of  parties  defend- 
ant which  the  defendant  served  was 
entitled  to  take  advantage  of  at  the 
trial,  and  his  motion  for  a  non-suit 
should  have  been  granted  {Soger  agt. 
Nu^iola,  1  Daly,  1). 

i.  The  plaintiff  was  arrested  and  impris- 
oned at  the  instance  of  the  defendant 
L.,  on  the  charge  of  embezzlement. 
On  the  examination  before  the  pohce 
justice,  the  plaintiff  was  discharged 
on  the  ground  that  the  money  alleged 
to  have  been  embezzled  by  him  was 
not  the  property  of  L.  but  of  his  wifb. 
The  defendant  L.  went  for  his  wife, 
who  appeared  and  made  her  com- 
plaint, and  the  plaintiff  was  detained 
until  he  procured  bail :  Held,  in  an 
action  for  the  last  arrest,  that  the  wife 
being  proved  to  have  acted  volnntari- 
ly,  and  without  the  ooerdoa  of  her 
husband,  the  husband  and  wife  were 
properly  joined  as  parties  defendant 
(Gasein  agt.  Delaney,  I  Daiy,  224). 

6.  Held,  further,  that  the  damages  aris" 
ing  from  the  nrst  arrest,  ought  not  to 
be  blended  with  those  of  the  second 
arrest,  and  the  referee  having  evi- 
dently done  so,  the  court,  on  appeal, 
will  reduce  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment, or  reverse  it  {Id), 

6.  A  plaintiff  cannot  anticipate  .that  a 
person,  jointly  liable  with  the  defend- 
ant, would  avail  himself,  if  made  a 
party  to  the  suit,  of  the  defense  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  and  on  that 
ground  omit  to  make  such  person  a 
party  defendant.  To  j  ustify  the  omis- 
sion'of  a  person  «£  a  party  defendant 
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in  an  action  a^ainsfe  a  oo-partner  on  a 
ptirtnersbip  oDligation,  itmnst  appear 
oy  ayerments  in  the  oomplainl  wnich 
lead  to  no  other  condaaion,  that  the 
legal  obligation  of  ench  person  had 
absolntely  ceased  (Hyde  agt.  Van 
VaUeenburgh,  1  Daly,  416). 

7*  Where  it  appeared  from  the  eyidence 
that  the  plaintiff  sui^  as  Mary  Ck)op- 
er,  was  called  Mary  flood,  durms  her 
early  infancy,  but  that  she  had  oeen 
called  Mary  Cooper  by  C,  with  whom 
she  lived,  and  wnose  name  she  took, 
and  by  aU  her  acquaintances,  since 
about  the  age  of  nine  or  ten  years,  a 
period  of  about  twenty  years  :  Had, 
uiat  the  action  was  properly  brought 
by  the  plaintiff  by  the  name  of  Mary 
Cooper:  that  being  the  name  by 
which  sne  was  generally  known  ( Gbo;>< 
er  agtw  Bitn\  45  Barb.  9). 

8.  In  an  action  brought  against  a  railroad 
company  to  obtam  an  injuction  re- 
straming  the  extension  of  its  road  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  and  to  annul 
and  declare  void  an  ordinance  of  the 
common  council,  granting  permission 
to  the  company  to  extend  its  road,  the 
<^ty  corporation  is  a  necessary  and 
proper  party,  it  aeemSf  where  the 
common  council,  on  granting  such 
permission,  has  reserved  to  the  city 
ten  per  cent  of  the  ^oss  receipts 
from  travel  on  the  portion  of  the  road 
to  be  extended  ( The  People  agt.  The 
New  York  and  Harlem  Hailroad  Co, 
45  Barb,  73). 


9.  A  testator,  by  his  will,  gaye  the  in- 
come of  certam  lots  to  nis  daughter 
M.,  for  life,  and  after  her  death  to  her 
issue ;  and  in  case  of  her  death  with- 
out issue,  a  part  of  the  lots  were  to  go 
to  his  son  J.,  and  another  part  to  his 
daughter  S.,  in  fee.  J.  having  died 
in  the  lifetime  of  M.,  leaving  his  pro- 
perty to  minor  children :  Hdd,  that 
such  minor  children  were  not  neces- 
saiy  parties  to  a  petition  bv  M.  for  au- 
thority to  the  trustees  under  tiie  will 
of  the  testator  to  sell  the  lots  iMaUer 
itf  the  PetitUmqf  BuU,  45  BaA  834). 

10.  In  common  law  actions,  the  name 
of  no  person  should  be  in  or  npon  the 
record  as  a  party,  except  such  as  must 
have  judgment  j)as8  for  or  against 
them.  (Per  E.  D.  Smith,  J,)  {For- 
ter  agt.  ifoun^,  45  Barb,  422.) 

11.  An  action  to  compel  a  mutual  insu- 
rance company  to  readjust  its  divi- 
dends, and  to  correct  an  error  it  has 
oommitted  in  issuing  certificates  of 
earnings,  may  be  brought  by  a  por- 
tion of  the  stockholders  on  their  own 
behalf  and  on  behalf  of  other  stock- 
holders who  are  interested  with  them 


in  the  same  question,  and  who  may 
elect  to  come  in  and  contribute  to  the 
expenses  of  the  suit,  and  be  bound  by 
the  judgment  {LuUng  agt.  The  Atlan- 
tic Mutual  Ins.  Co,  4>5  Barb.  510). 

12.  Where  it  appears  in  the  proceedings 
in  a  case  tnat  absent  parties,  who 
should  have  been  made  defendants, 
have  by  stipulation  consented  to  be 
bonnd  oy  tne  judgment,  and  relin- 
quished all  the  Qtle  and  claim  to  the 
subiect  matter  of  the  action,  the  court 
is  at  liberty  to  go  on,  without  their 
presence,  to  final  judgment,  as 
against  the  defendants  named  in  the 
meadings  (Oowing   agt.   Greene,  40 

IS.  A  judgn^nt  debtor  may  come  in  and 
become  boimd  by  the  decree,  where 
the  action  seeks  to  reach  property 
held  in  trust  fbr  him  by  others  (Id), 

14.  To  compel  the  attendance  and  ex- 
amination of  a  party  under  section 
391  of  the  Code,  a  summons  must  be 
served  upon  the  party  to  be  examined^ 
and  the  notice  in  writing  prescribea 
by  that  section,  must  be  sen'ed  upon 
the  attorney  of  such  party,  before  the 
party  can  be  brought  into  contempt. 
It  is  not  necssary  that  such  notice 
should  be  served  upon  the  party  per- 
sonally ( Van  BensseUier  agt.  Tubbe^ 
ante,  193). 


PABTITION. 

1.  The  general  term  of  the  supreme 
court,  nave  the  power,  on  appeal,  in  an 
action  torpaHUion^  to  order  uiq  amende 
ment  of  the  petition  of  a  committee 
or  guardian  of  a  non-resident  infant 
lunatic  defendant,  sworn  to  in  another 
state,  and  presented  here  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  appointment  of  a  auaman 
ad  litem  in  tne  action,  to  tne  effect 
that  such  infant  lunatic  ward,  was  at 
the  time  of  yerifying  his  original  peti- 
tion, residing  with  Uie  committee,  the 
petitioner,  or  under  his  charge  or  cus- 
tody (Sogers  agt  McLean,  ante,  279). 

2.  Also,  ordermg  the  amendment  of  the 
jurat  or  certificate  of  the  judge  at- 
tached thereto,  stating  the  place  whei» 
such  petition  was  verifiea,  and  the 
affidavit  taken :  and,  also,  an  amend- 
ment of  the  certificate  of  the  clerk,  so. 
that  it  shall,  in  addition  to  its  present 
contents,  certify  to  the  existence  of 
the  court,  and  the  genuineness  of  the 
signature  of  the  iuage,  which  amend- 
ments when  made,  shall  be  doomed  to 
be  made  and  filed  nunc  pro  tunc  (Id) 

8.  The  committee  or  guardian,  residing 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  Uie  conrtf 
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rending  within  its  joriad 
1.  On  &  motion  for  an  op 
ihe  porcliver  it  %  amle 
■nit  to  ootnpleta  his  i 
pnrchuer  objected  to  t 
of  the  prooeedingi,  in  Uv 
ground  thM  there  «u  n 

fenditnto.  It  ftppeared, ', 
ui  order  ma  mbaeqaeii 
renting  the  iffidiiVit  of 
filed  nune  pro  tunc;  11 
order  wis  vohd,  uid  rem 
feet.  And  that  it  voul 
■nffident,  on  this  mot 
Bhown  affirmatiTel?  that 
n»  made  (Bogerl  agt 
Barb.  lai). 
SL  The  pturchMar  ftlao  ob]c 
guardian  ad  [item  wae  ac 
ont  proof  of  service  of  i 
on  t£e  intent  defendant ; 
goardian  did  not  fumlah 
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Uie  attorney  of  the  plaii 
had  no  adveraee  inlereal 
that  he  vaa  able  to  re 
dimBgcs  the  infant  miK 
hia  negllgenoe :  SM,  iJ 
waa  cared  by  an  order  d 
afBdavit  (o  be  filed  ni 
(/d). 
6>  There  ii  noBtatnlory 
qniring  the  guardian  c 

Sartttjon  imit  to  pnt  in  ai 
lOQgh  it  it  adTisable  tli 
BhonM  be  filed,  to  prott 
dian,  if  he  is  ignorant  ol 
intet«a(  in  the  property  | 

T.  Where  he  knowe  the  rig 
ent,  and  la  TriUlng  to  aai 
■poneibility,  there  is  n 
seems,  why  he  may  not  c 
partition.  At  any  rate,  t 
answer  does  not  aiTect  t 
of  the  prooeedings  i/d). 

8.  The  want  of  proof  of  e 


added  after  the  oonunent 

■ait,  and  the  want  of  an 
no  answer  or  demarrar  b 
nay  be  remedied  by  an 
Ing  Enoh  atBdarit  to  be 
■  affldaTit  ahowing  that 
baa  been  mado  (Id). 

S.  All  objections  of  the  sbo 
mere  irregnlaiitiaa  not 

eriBdlcUon  of  the  oonr 
'  cured  by  an  amcndme 
"--' —  'IT  that  purpose  i 


with,  or  given  to  moh  ftrm,  may  bo 

Ita  membeTB  > 

(OMUB-ord  a«t.   OoBimt, 

UBait.ie»). 

:  Where  i 

m  dealers  with 

■  bank  i 

(nersblp  bnid- 

WTUiknoi 

.andif^a^ 

the  bank 

rm  that  a  note 

wisente 

been  diaeoDDl- 

edon  th 

the  firm 

Uiereon;W* 

that  the 

le  firm  to  the 

bankwaj 

qoirenotioaof 

dissolnti< 

1  to  the  bank: 

and  that  an  adTerfiaement  of  diuoln- 

tion  m  a  newspaper  was  not  anIAdsnt 
(Bank  tfOtt  CbmmonuisiiMagt.  JTwt- 
gaU,  15  Sar«.  663). 

S.  A  eommnnian  of  Ion  M  well  as  at 
pTOfita  is  easential  to  the  existence  of 
a  oopartnendiip,  and  fo  a  case  where 
two  partlM  were  to  share  eqnally  in 
tlie  piofila  of  an  ent«rprise,  bnt  the 
eiprasei  were  to  tie  borne  wholly 
by  one,  and  there  oonld,  in  no  event, 
be  any  risk  of  loss  on  the  part  of  tlks 


uae,  the  firm  ai«  liable  npon  tben(._ 
to  one  who  diHCOnnt*  it,  where  nsory 
is  not  eetablished  ;  nnleas  the  holder 
had  DoUoe  that  the  prooeedg  wars  not 
to  be  naed  for  the  benefit  of  the  Aria 
(The  3/edianicf  Bank  o/  VIUian«- 
rgh  tgL  Foiiiir,  M  Barb.  87). 


(The  . 


6.  Where  a  society  was  fbrmed,  the  ob 
leot  of  which  was  to  fbrm  a  commoo 
fond  out  of  which  (o  pay  each  member 
drafted  into  the  United  States  armies, 
a  bir  and  eqmtable  share  of  said 
Ainda,  or  fomiah  a  aabatitnte ;  and 
prdriding  that  In  case  no  draft  takes 
place,  bU  moneya,  leea  eipenses^will 
be  returned  to  each  meoiber :  BUd, 
that  the  members  of  the  society  wcs* 
partner!.  That  the  object  it  the 
crestJOD  of  the  si^dety  ceased  when  it 
appeartnl  that  no  draft  was  to  tak* 
plaoe  (Id). 
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Uiem,  detenajned  up<Mi  b;  ■ 


An  MtioD  for  m<mej  h&d  and  receired 
ma  theisfbre  praperlr  broaght  igunst 
him  by  the  plaintifr  for  ■  baluee  due 
him  *8  >  member  of  the  Bockty  (Id). 

PATMENT. 

1,  A  oreditor  to  entitled  to  ipply  roonej 
received  by  him  to  either  or  mj  of 
the  eeparete  debta  dae  to  li'm  from 
Uie  person  m^iug  the  payment.  The 
■ooeptance  of  a  bul  or  noto  mode  br 
■  third  person  on  a  precedent  debt, 
affords  no  presamptlon  in  tsvor  of  the 
debtor,  but  lenres  the  onns  of  pro- 
Ting  that  it  \rss  taken  in  absolute 
payment,  upon  him.  But  the  aooep- 
taoce  of  such  a  security  suspends  the 
creditor's  right  to  sue  upon  hii  origi- 
nal claim,  until  the  maturity  of  such 
security  iSmith  agt.  A^iigaU,  1  Da- 

hi.  91)- 

3.  Iq  an  acdoQ  apan  a  promiBaory  n( 
held  by  the  pluctiffii  ae  collatteral 
canty,  where  the  defeodant  acid  up 
in  his  mngwer  the  defeoBS  of  payment, 
be  may  give  in  OTidonoe  any  facta, 
«faiob  m  lawamonnlD  (*>■  satiefaction 
<tf  said  note,  as  againat  aach  plaintdf^ 
IFarmenf  jt  OUizen^  Bank  agt.  Sher- 
man,SS}f.  r.  B.6B). 

8.  Wliere  moh  note,  held  »■  collateral 
aeourity  by  the  plaintiffc,  had  been 
paid  to  the  plaintdflfe  by  the  payee 
thereof,  by  tho  deliveiy  of  lumber  of 
sufficient  valne  to  satis^  the  ume, 
triiioh  lumber  was  deiiTered  to,  and 
aooepled  by  the  plaintib,  in  pniHu- 
anoe  of  an  agreement  that  the  payee 
might  withdnw  any  of  the  caUatei-ala 
heldbythe  ptaintiA  '     "  at 

of  lomber  dehrerod  le 

deaignaled  such  nolo  I  □: 

ZfeiiL  that  under  the  ]  it, 

the  defendant  might  of 

ennh  agreement,  and  is 


t.  Beld,ail0.i 


it  the  note  haring  been 


„...n  for  Ihe  aocommodatjou  of  the 

Syee,  that  sucb  agreement  and  the 
lusactions  under  the  same,  amount- 
ed to  a  payment  of  Iha  uote  as  be- 
t^weeu  the  maker  and  the  payee  of  the 
same  (Jd). 
E.  To  establisli  the  defense  of  payment 
of  a  pre-eiisting  debt  by  a  note  of 
third  ni.'rMinii,  it  is  aocessary  fOr  the 
defoDOuit  to  prove  that  the  note  was 


gtrsn  to  the  creditor  and  recelTed  by 
him  upon  the  sipresa  agreement  that 
it  should  extinguish  the  preriona 
debt  (Ooncagt.  JfcitonabLlB  Bofli. 
8U). 
6.  The  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  de- 
ftatdaat  setting  up  such  a  defenae.  A 
finding  by  the  rweree  that  the  gooda 
sued  for  were  duly  paid  for  oj  the 
defendants,  by  the  delivery  by  the 
said  defenunu  to  said  phuntdfb,  and 
Oie  acceptance  by  said  puiutiA  of  the 
note  of  M.  ft  Co."  is  not  suiOoient  to 
authorize  the  conclusion  of  payment 


1.  The  proriaiona  of  the  o 

the  common  council  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  passed  December  31,  1S5B, 
requiring  city  railroad  companies  to 
pay  a  hcense  fee  of  fifty  dollars  for 
each  car  run  by  them,  or  become  lia- 
ble to  a  penalty,  A^.,  is  not  an  exercise 
of  the  power  of  municipal  regrtlation, 
reserved  by  the  terms  ot  the  grant  to 
those  oompaniBB.  A  penalty  cannot 
be  imposed  for  non-oompiianee  with 
an  illegal  exaction  {Mayor,  dc.  agt. 
Third  Aneutu  R,  B.  Co.SSN.   T.S. 


1.  The  act  oonoeming  the  pilot*  of 
the  channel  of  the  ^st  river,  oom- 
monly  called  Hell  Oate,"  passed  April 
IGth,  IHT  (a  Her.  SkU.  RA  ed.  1&) : 
Held,  oonatitntionaL  and  valid  (aHO- 
weSagt.  Baynor,  I  Dai}/,  17). 

2.  The  clause  In  the  federal  constlto- 
tion,  conferring   upon  congress   the 

Siwer  "  to  regulate  commerce  wiUi 
reign  nations,  and  among  the  sev- 
eral stitea  "  larl.  1,  §  8,  lubS.  3),  does 
nut  deprive  the  several  states  of  power 

S.  The  statute  {3  Ret.  BtaL  Shed.  iSS^ 
§67),  reqtuririK  masters  of  certain  rer 
sels  commg  into  the  port  of  New  Tork> 
to  accept  the  services  of  a  licensed 
pilot  flret  oftelng  Us  services,  and 
Wpoeing  a  penal^  ta  case  of  refand, 
cannot  oontrol  or  afl^  the  master  of 
a  Teasel  prior  to  bis  arrival  within  the 
territorial  Jnrisdiction  of  the  state. 
A  pUot,  thersfbre,  who  spoke  a  vessel 
three  hnndried  milee  at  aea,  and  ten- 
dered his  aervioes,  which  were  rcftiaed, 
cannot  recover  pilotage  fees  nniler  the 
Btstnte  authorizing  anch  aetfone  iF«~ 
lenwm  agt.  Walih,  I  Daly,  182). 

L.  'xharighttOKOoverthepenaltygiTen 
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under  the  pilot  ftct  of  1853,  as  smend- 
ed  1854,  chapter  243  (2  Reo.  StaL  Oth  ed. 
434,  §  57).  for  the  refosal  of  the  master 
of  a  vessel  to  accept  the  services  of  the 
pilot  first  offering,  is  confined  to  those 

gilots  who  have  been  duly  licensed,  as 
1  the  act  prescribed :  Hdd,  there- 
fore, that  a  pilot  not  licensed  by  the 
board  of  commissioners  of  pilots,  un- 
der the  laws  of  this  state,  although 
licensed  under  the  statute  of  the  state 
of  New  Jersey,  and  authorized  by  the 
act  of  congress  {Ihinlap's  Laws  U.  S. 
924),  to  pilot  vessels  comins  in  or  go- 
li\j'  out  of  the  port  of  New  xork.  can- 
not SGC  for  the  pilotaee  fees  allowed 
by  the  pilot  laws  of  this  state,  on  the 
refusal  of  tht  master  of  a,  vessel  to 
employ  him  {hopkint  agt.  Wykqjft  1 
Daiy,  176). 

PLANE  BOAS. 

1.  The  forcibly  and  fi»udulently  passing 
any  toll  gate  on  any  turnpike  or  plank 
road  in  this  state,  is  aa  offense  by 
statute,  invdving  a  fixed  pecuniary 
sum  to  the  corporation  whose  fran- 
chise has  been  mvaded.  The  corpo- 
ration whose  gate  isforciblv  and  frau- 
diUently  passed,  or  whoso  franchise  is 
invaded,  is  the  corporation  injured  in 
the  contemplation  of  the  statute 
(Monterey  Flank  lioad  agt.  Chamber- 
lain, 33  N.  r.  R,  46). 

PLEDGE. 

L  Where  a  loan  was  made  payable  on 
demand,  and  secured  bv  a  pledge  of 
stock,  with  liberty  to  sell  the  same,  in 
case  of  non-payment,  and  without  no- 
tice :  He(d,  uiat  a  notice  without  date 
or  signature,  left  in  the  pledgor's  of- 
fice, stating  that  if  a  specified  amount 
of  the  loan  was  not  paid,  the  stock 
would  be  *'  used,"  did  not  constitute 
a  demand,  sufficient  to  authorize  a 
sale  {Qenet  agt.  HowLamd,  45  Barb. 
560). 

S.  In  the  absence  of  any  agreement  on 
the  subject,  a  pledgee  of  stock  cannot 
sell  the  same  witnout  notice  of  the 
time  and  place  of  sale ;  and  in  such 
case  the  sale  must  be  public,  at  the 
time  and  place  mentioned  in  the  no- 
tice. But  when  the  parties  agree  to 
have  the  pledge  sold  at  public  or  pri- 
Tate,  sale,  without  notice,  the  pledgor 
cannot  insist  that  he  should  have  no- 
tice {Id). 

8.  Notice  to  redeem  stock  pledged,  to 
avoid  a  sale,  must  give  a  reasonable 
tim^  within  which  to  pay  the  debt 
{Id). 


P06SBSSI0N. 

1.  The  law  does  not  justify  the  owner 
of  real  or  personal  property,  in  taking 
possession  of  it,  by  his  own  act  firom 
another,  unless  he  can  do  so  without 
violence  or  a  breach  of  the  peace  (Cb- 
rey  agt.  The  People,  45  Barb.  262). 

2.  The  rightful  owner  of  a  house,  har- 
inff  obtained  possession  thereof  peace- 
ably, and  having  the  right  to  the  pos- 
session, will  be  iustificd  in  using  all 
necessary  force  to  defend  his  pooBes- 
sion  {Id). 

3.  And  one  who  has  rented  the  hoose  as 
tenant  of  the  owner,  and  acts  under 
him  in  entering  it,  possesses  the  same 
right  to  use  force  in  keeping  possea- 
sion  that  the  owner  has  (id). 

4.  If  the  owner  of  a  house,  finding  the 
same  unoccupied  as  a  dwelling,  draws 
out  the  staple  holding  the  lock  that 
fastens  the  door,  and  enters  the  house 
he  will  be  deemed  to  have  entered 
peaceably,  notwithstanding  the  for- 
mer occupants,  claiming  title,  may 
have  contmued  to  use  it  as  a  store 
house  in  which  they  kept  grain,  flour, 
salt,  &o  {Id). 

5.  Individuals  cannot  obtain  a  right  to 
the  exclusive  possession  of  islands  in 
the  sea  by  virtue  of  discovery,  irre- 
spective of  the  act  of  congress,  passed 
in  August,  1856  {The  American  (7u- 
ano  Co.  agt.  The  United  SUUee  Ovano 
Oo.  44  Barb.  23). 

6.  Islands  newly  discovered  by  its  citi- 
zens belong  to  the  United  States; 
and  until  some  exclusive  righto  are 
obtained  in  pursuance  of  the  provis- 
ions of  that  statute,  all  the  citizens 
of  the  United  St-ates  possess  equal 
rights  to  go  there.  But  where  the 
plaintiffs,  while  an  island  remained  in 
an  unoccupied  condition,  by  their 
agente,  went  upon  it  and  expended 
money  in  erecting  works  and  making 
improvements,  and  mining  guano, 
which  they  conveyed  to  the  shore: 
Held,  tl^at  they  were  entitled  to  be 
protected  in  the  enjoyment  of  such 
property,  and  in  the  possession  of  the 
guano  so  mined  {Id). 

7.  One  who  acting  upon  infbrmation  ob> 
tained  firom  another,  of  the  existence 
of  a  g^ano  island  discovered  by  the 
latter,  takes  the  first  actual  posseeskm 
thereof,  cannot  claim  an  exclusive  ti- 
tle as  discoverer,  under  the  act  of  con- 
gress of  August,  1856,  even  as  agi^nst 
third  persons  {Id), 
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t.  YHiether  or  not  a  leading  question 
may  be  put  to  a  witoesa  is  a  matter  of 
discretion  with  the  judge  at  the  trial ; 
and  the  allowance  of  a  leading  ques- 
tion has  ceased  to  be  considered  a 
matter  to  be  reviewed  on  appeal 
(Mack  agt.  The  Camden  and  Amboy 
RaUroaAOo,  45  Barb.  40). 

2.  Although  a£EldaYits  of  jurors  will  not 
be  received  to  show  their  own  miscon- 
duct, or  the  misconduct  of  their  fel- 
lows, they  are  admiasible  to  show  the 
misconduct  of  a  party,  or  of  the  officer 
having  charge  of  them  ( Thomas  agt. 
Oiapman^  45  Barb,  08). 

8.  Affidavits  of  jurors,  goinff  to  show 
that  they  agreed  to  the  veroict  only  in 
consequence  of  the  statements  of  the 
officers,  ii  seemSy  are  not  admissible 
for  that  purpose ;  but  it  is  not  neces- 
sary for  the  party  complaining  of  the 
verdict  to  show  tnat  it  was  in  fact  in- 
fluenced by  the  statements  of  the  offi- 
cer {Id). 

4.  It  is  sufficient  ft>r  him  to  show  that 
there  is  reason  to  suspect  that  the 
statements  were  made,  and  if  made, 
that  they  were  likely  or  calculated  to 
influence  the  verdict  {Id). 

6.  Where  the  affidavits  presented  to  a 
judge,  on  an  application  for  an  order 
of  puoUcation,  tend  to  establish  the 
requisite  jurisdictional  facts  to  autho- 
rize him  to  make  the  order,  if  h^  errs 
in  his  decision  upon  such  evidence, 
and  grants  the  order,  it  is  a  judicial 
error,  which  may  be  reviewed  and 
rectined  upon  appeal,  or  on  motion  to 
set  aside  the  oraer  and  proceedings, 
but  cannot  be  questioned  in  a  collat- 
eral proceeding  ( WeUea  agt.  Thortofi, 
45  Barb.  880). 

8.  A  mistake,  or  error  of  iudgment  or 
opinion,  in  passing  upon  the  lorce  and 
woight  of  such  evidence,  will  not  ren- 
der the  order  or  process  issued  vcid, 
but  simply  irregular  and  erroneous 
Ud). 

7.  An  action  was  brought  against  hus- 
band and  wife,  to  recover  an  excess  of 
interest  beyond  the  legal  rate,  paid  to 
them  upon  a  loan.  The  complaint 
charged  the  defendants  jointly  with 
the  receipt  of  the  usurious  excess,  not 
stating  tnat  they  were  husband  and 
wife.  They  were  sued  simply  as  joint 
debtors,  and  judgment  was  prayed 
against  them  jointly,  and  they  de- 
fended separately,  both  denying  the 
complaint.  The  jury  found  a  verdict 
against  the  wife  alone,  not  rendering 
any  verdict  for  or  against  the  hus- 


band :  Heidf  that  there  was  a  mi^ 
trial,  and  that  no  judgment  could  be 
entered  upon  the  vercuct  {Porter  agt. 
Mount,  45  Barb.  422). 

8.  Edd,  dlao,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
be  permitted  to  amend  his  complaint 
by  inserting  in  it  the  proper  stato- 
ments  alleging  that  the  defendants 
were  husband  and  wife,  so  that  the 
verdict  might  stand,  retaining  the 
husband's  name  in  the  record  as  hue- 
band,  but  without  any  judgment 
against  him  {Id). 

9.  But  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  al- 
lowed to  dismiss  the  complaint  and 
discontinue  the  action  u^ainst  the  hus- 
band, to  the  same  effect  as  if  a  verdict 
had  been  found  in  his  favor,  and  enter 
a  judgment  on  the  verdict  against  the 
wife^  if  the  court  were  satisfied  that 
justice  required  it.  and  that  the  yer- 
dict  was  just  and  fair  and  no  valid  ex- 
ceptions were  taken  at  the  trial  {Id), 

10.  The  judge,  at  the  trial,  may  in  all 
cases,  m  his  discretion,  with  or  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  parties,  allow 
the  jury  to  take  to  their  room  any 
written  documents  or  papers  received 
and  used  in  evidence  on  the  trial  (Id), 

11.  Though  a  tender  be  irregular,  for 
the  roason  tiiat  the  money  is  not 
brought  into  court,  the  admission  in 
the  answer,  of  the  justice  of  the 
plaintiff's  ciaim^  is  none  the  less  dis- 
tinct and  unequivocal.  An  allegation 
in  an  answer  that  the  defendant  of- 
fered a  certain  sum  as  due  to  the 
plaintifi^  however  defective  the  answer 
may  be  in  not  setting  up  a  le^al  or 
equitable  defense,  is  an  admission  of 
the  plaintLBT's  right  to  the  sum  offered; 
and  entitles  tiie  plaintiff  to  an  order, 
under  section  244  of  the  Code,  that 
the  defendant  pay  it  over  to  him 
CBooaeveU  ast.  The  New   York  and 


Harlem  B.  M.  Oo.iS  Barb.  564). 

12.  The  rule  is  the  same  where  the  ad« 
mission  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  is  made 
by  way  of  an  offer  if  judgment  {Id). 

18.  Although  in  all  eases  of  counter-daim 
an  offer  to  pay  a  sum  may  not  and 
ought  not,  to  be  treated  as  an  admis- 
sion of  the  justice  of  the  plaintiff's 
claim,,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  an  order 
for  the  payment  of  the  sum  namedL 
yet  where,  in  an  action  upon  a  bond 

fiven  as  collateral  to  a  mcnigage,  the 
efendant  set  up  a  counter-claim,  al 
leged  a  tender  of  a  certain  sum  to  the 
plaintiff^  and  prayed  that  the  mort- 
:age  might  be  decreed  to  be  satisfied 


f 


y  the  plaintiff ;  it  was  hdd  a  proper 
ase  for  an  order,  under  section  244 


case 


of  the  Code,  fbr  the  payment  of  the 
sum  tendered  {Id), 
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14.  To  entitle  the  defendant  in  each  an 
action  to  a  judKment  that  the  plaintiff 
execute  a  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage, 
it  is  necessary  to  pav  or  tender  tne 
amoont  dne  upon  the  bond.  Payment 
is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right 
to  a  satisfaction  piece  {Id), 

PBmCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1.  A  carrier,  in  forwarding  goods  be- 
yond the  terminus  of  his  own  route, 
10  bound  hj  the  instructions  of  the 
owner.  It  is  his  ri^ht  and  his  duty, 
in  an  unforseen  exigency,  when  the 
safety  of  the  goods  requires  il^  and 
the  consent  of  the  owner  mav  fairly  be 
presumed,  to  deviate  tnom  the  letter 
of  his  Instructions,  and  notify  him  of 
such  deviation ;  but  when  the  devia- 
tion is  unnecessary,  and  for  the  mere 
convenience  of  the  carrier,  he  assumes 
the  risk  of  consequent  injury,  and  re- 
mains responsibie  as  an  insurer.   The 

Srimary  dutjof  an  agent  is  to  observe 
tie  instructions  of  his  principal ;  and 
when  he  disregards  them,  he  volun- 
tarily assumes  a  responsibility  by 
which  he  must  be  content  to  abide 
{Johnson  agt.  New  York  0.  B,  B,  Oo. 
83  N,  Y,  Oo.  610). 

2.  To  ratify  an  unauthorized  act  per- 
formed b^  an  agent,  it  is  sufficient  if 
the  principal,  with  knowledge  of  what 
has  oeeu  done  hj  the  agent,  consents 
to  be  bound  by  it,  and  unequivocally 
manifests  such  intent  to   tne  other 

5 arty  (JSTealeragt  SaUtibury,  aS  If,  Y. 
IQiS). 

8.  Mseema,  a  promise  to  pay  a  smaller 
sum  than  that  which  is  due,  to  extin- 
guish an  existing  debt,  does  not  oper- 
ate as  an  extinguishment  of  the  same, 
even  where  the  promise  is  reinforced 
by  additional  securitv  from  the  debt- 
or's own .  means.  But  where  such 
promise  is  reinforced  by  the  procure- 
ment of  a  third  person  to  become 
surety  for  him,  by  engaging  his  per- 
sonal credit,  or  pledging  nis  propertv 
for  the  payment  of  the  sum  agreea, 
Ac,  it  is  a  compromise  operating  by 
way  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  to  ex- 
tinguish the  original  debt  (Id). 

i.  In  general,  a  £ftctor  has  a  lien  for  his 
general  balance  on  the  property  of  his 
principal  coming  into  nis  hands.  A 
commission  merchant  advanced  mon- 
ey to  his  principal  on  his  indorsement 
and  charged  the  note  upon  which  the 
advance  was  made,  in  his  general  ao- 
oonnt :  Beid,  that  the  mere  charging 
of  the  note  to  the  principal,  did  not 
entitle  the  latter  to  its  possession. 
The  agent  had  a  right  to  retain  it  as 
his  principal's  property,  until  he  was 


paid  the  balaaoe  of  his  general  ao- 
oount  arising  in  the  course  of  thetr 
dealings  {Jiyer  agt.  Jaodbs,  lIMyt 
32). 

6b  The  rule  that  an  agent  or  tmstee  can- 
not confer  upon  another  the  right  to 
discharge  the  trust  or  duty  created  by 
his  appointment,  applies  only  where 
the  act  to  be  done  mvolves  personal 
trust  and  confidence,  and  calls  for  the 
exercise  of  the  agent's  discretion  or 
judgment ;  a  mere  ministerial  or  ex- 
ecutive authority  may  be  delegated  by 
an  agent  to  another  ( GrinneU  ag£ 
Btichanany  1  Doiy,  638). 

6.  Where  A.  agreed  with  B.,  that  it 
within  a  fixed  time  B.  should  make  an 
arrangement  for  the  taking  down  of 
certain  houses,  he  would  pay  B.  a  sum 
of  money,  which  sum  was  to  be  paid 
as  a  bonus  to  the  party  taking  aown 
the  houses,  and  the  arrangement  was 
made  :  Eddy  that  the  agency  of  B. 
to  receive  and  pajr  over  the  money, 
was  not  one  involving  personal  trust 
and  confidence,  and  might  be  as- 
signed :  Hdd,  furtheTy  that  this  ar- 
nmgement  havinebeen  made,  and  its 
stipulations  performed  by  0.^  the 
amount  to  be  paid  by  A.  was  simply 
a  debt,  on  which  a  right  of  action  re- 
mained in  B.  to  be  prosecuted  for  the 
benefit  of  C,  and  which  might  be 
assigned  by  A.  to  the  party  benefloial- 
ly  interested.  The  effect  of  Cbnaider- 
anl  afft.  Brmane  (22  N,  Y,  B.  389), 
oonsiaered  and  discussed.  {Per  Da- 
ly, F,  J.)    {Id.) 

7.  The  Code  having  abolished  the  dis- 
tinction between  actions  at  law  and 
suits  in  equity,  and  left  but  one  form 
of  procedure,  that  form  of  procedure 
is  to  be  prefprred  which  is  the  most 
direct,  consistent  and  comprehensive. 
Hence,  where  at  common  kwthe  suit 
would  have  to  be  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  trustee,  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  cdatui  aue  trusty  while 
in  equity  it  might  be  brought  directly 
by  the  latter— the  equitable  form  is  to 
be  preferred  {Id), 

8.  If  goods  sold  to  an  agent  hare 
come  to  the  use  of  his  prin- 
cipal, the  seller,  upon  discovering 
the  principal,  may  require  paymei^ 
of  him,  although  he  instructed  the 
agent  not  to  purchase  on  credit,  un- 
less the  principal  can  show  that  it 
would  change  the  state  of  accounts 
between  hixniBelf  and  his  agen^  to  hk 

Erejudice.  It  would  be  otherwise, 
owever,  if  the  seller  gives  the  credit 
exclusivelv  to  the  agent,  as  when  he 
hears  of  the  existence  of  the  princi- 
pal, and  yet  debits  the  goods  to  the 
agent  {Bowan  agt  BuUman,  I  DaJy^ 
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9.  A  priociul  should  b«  held  mponai- 
ble  for  the  acta  of  hii  >Kent,  per- 
fbrmed  withio  the  loope  ot^the  >pp^ 
rent  authority  which  the^indpu  al- 
lows him  to  umime  ( mllKdc  ut 
Sehuyler,  44  Barb.  4S8). 

JD.  Where  one  employs  an  agent  to  por- 
cbue  goods  fbr  hiin,  who  makes  the 
norchase  in  his  own  name,  withoDt 
dlsaloaiDg  the  name  of  his  principal, 
and  deliTors  the  propert;  to  his  prin- 
efpal,  and  the  latwr,  witnoat  further 
faiquuy,  pays  tl 
the  moDey,  the 
the  price  of  the  goods  of  the  principal 
(fli>tm««  agt.  Sp —  ■-   "--^  '""• 

11.  If,  In  Booh  a  oa»  the  priaoipal 
knows  that  his  agant  baa  porcnased  the 
goods  from  some  □□«,  be  la  boond  U 
nuJK  inquiry  and  aBoertain  the  nami 
of  the  vendor ;  and  befote  paying  tht 
price  to  his  agent,  ha  iibonla  ascertain 
whether  the  bttec  la  also  the  agent  of 
the  TandoT  to  receive  the  money  (.Id) 

la.  A  delivery  of  a  tmnk  of  clothing  to 
the  captain  of  the  defbcdanta'  boat, 
Teodera  the  defendaote,  as  common 
carriers,  liable  for  ita  Ices,  although 
the  captain  was  not  the  general  a — ' 
oftheaefeodantsforrecalvingfre 
ftc.|  for  tranaportation.  The  ca) 
was  acting  wittnn  the  scope  of  the  ap- 
parent authority  of  agent,  which  the 
prindinls   allowed    ' —    *"  —"■>"■ 


e,97j. 
PBESUUPTION. 

L  The  abaence  of  a  peraon  for  eight 
years,  without  being  seen  or  heard 
of,  wsiranta  the  presomption  of  his 
death;  and  if  to  thia  is  added  tlie 
proof  of  hia  frequent  doclaration«  of 
an  intent  la  commit  aaicide,  this  pre- 
sumption la  fitreogthaned,  and  will 
warrant  the  con<Juaian  that  his  death 
occurred  about  the  tima  of  his  disap- 

irance    (Sh^doa    agt.   fferru,  45 

rb.  134). 

PBINCIPAL  AMD  SUBBTT. 

1.  A  Boiety  Is  not  dlK>harged  by  reason 
(tf  the  neglect  of  the  oreoitoT  to  prose- 
cnte  the  principal  debtor,  when  ra- 
ouesledto  do  so,  br  ^e  suje^,  i£  Ui8 


Airb.  1 


iiety,  he  cu 
leglect  oft) 


3.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  mere  indul- 
gence, on  the  part  of  the  creditor,  and 
neglect  to  prosecute  the  principal,  will 
not  discharge  the  surety  ( Jd). 


„ I  the  bond  when 

it  is  flnally  accepted  (CJ'au^anl  agt. 
OolHnt,  45  Barb.  S69). 

B.  The  defendants  agreed  with  the 
plaintiff  that  P.  abonld  aooount  to  him 
for  the  proceeds  of  all  paper  sold  and 
deUiered  to  him  by  the  pUintlif  witb- 


and  that  they  would  be  liable  to  the 
eit«nt  of  a  balance  of  tl,000.  Ma 
time  was  specified,  within  which  P. 
was  to  pay  over  the  moneya  P.  from 
time  to  time  gave  the  pUnlifT  bla 
notes,  fbr  dillbrent  amounts,  wtlhoo 


6.  BM,  aho,  that  evidence  of  a  UMoge 
or  cnutom  existing  among  men  en- 
gaged in  the  bnsinesa  of  aalling  paper 
on  oommisaloQ,  to  glre  notice  to  the 
manulactorer,  before  the  paper  is  sold, 
to  enable  him  to  raiae  money  thereon 
tn  anticipation  of  the  sales,  was  pro- 
per ;  and  that  it  was  not  liabe  to  the 
objection  that  the  etibotof  it  was  to 
Tuy  the  terms  of  ttie  written  contract. 
lliat  it  went  to  explain  and  sscortain 
the  hitentionof  thepartieain  relation 
to  a  matter  upon  which  the  contract 
WM  silent  (Id). 

FB0MIB80BI  NOTES. 

1,  In  an  action  agalOBt  butken,  tom- 
er  damages  tor  omitting  to  preeent 
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the  indonier  Tks  afaovn  to  be  :"  Hftd, 
crronpoua;  kndthitthechftrgeshoula 
hiTV  hsd  reforoDce  to  the  ^cunitiru 
means  at  the  indoTBer  IBridgt  igt. 
JfofOti,  4E  Barb.  37). 
3.  IMd,  aliio,  th&t  the  anunuit  of  the 
Dole  wu  prima  fade  the  role  of  dam- 
ftgea.  Bab  tb&t  the  defeDdanti  ooold 
Hbriw,  in  mitigatkiii  of  dftmage,  that 

"■  -   —' r  wM  inBolTent,  —  — ' 

rtyBufficienttoen 

«  realized  bj  proceBB 

Judgment.  And  if  the  indotser  wm 
Bhowti  to  be  wholly  inaolvBnt,  and 
dSBtitute  of  meanB,  the  defendants 
were  oatitJed  to  a  verdict  (iil). 


B8  thej  have  Kuetalned,  having  refer, 
ence  lo  the  amontit  of  proper^  which 
it  shall  appear  from  the  evidence  that 
the  indoraer  wa£  poasessed  of  as  owner 


t.  Indon 
were  obbuned  by  f&l  na 

on  the  MTtof  the  m  u- 

lently  divBrted  sncl  lie 

pnrpoee  for  which  e, 

Hid  traiiBfbrred  the  a, 

and  the  latter  gave  tl ^ 

payable  at  htore  perioda;  it  being 
agreed  boins  the  partiea  tliat  bii<£ 
cbecke  ehoDld  not  be  preeanted  at  tlie 
bank,  bn(  that  whi-n  the  maney  wae 
wanltd  they  should  be  retained  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  new  oheoka  given.  ThiB 
arrangement  waa  BubaeqaeDUy  ourled 

'  out  But  before  the  cheoks  had  been 
presented  or  exchanged,  and  beforo 
an^hing  liad  been  paid,  ot  waa  to  be 
paid,  the  plaintift  was  informed  by 
the  mdorger,  of  the  &wid  which  liad 
been  practlBed,  andwaB  leqaested  not 
to  pay  or  advance  any  more  money  on 
t^'e  not«H  to  the  maker :  HM,  that 
the  plaintiff  waa  not  a  bona  jUre  holder 
of  the  notes,  as  against  theindoreer  ' 
he  having  parted  with  nothing,  and 
paid  no  valuable  consideration  there- 
for, until  after  he  was  notifieil  of  the 
ftand  lCrandoatxi.Vickery,tBBarb. 
16fi). 

S.  'Where  the  promiae  contained  in  a 

SromiHBOry  note  ia  absolute,  parol  evi- 
enco  cannat  be  received  for  the  pnr- 
pose  of  incorporating  into  the  oon- 
tract  a  condiuon  which  might  affect, 
or  change  the  eharaeter  of  the  con- 
bact  between  the  partiea  ( Thampion 
E^  Btdl,  a  Barb.  21i). 
S.  This  mle  of  evidence  haa  been  ei 
presaly  applied  in  caaes  of  suretiea 


T.  Where  a  note  ia  made  fbr  Ibe  aooom- 

I  modation  of  the  indorser,  withont  any 
restrictjoiu,  it  may  be  used  by  him 
for  that  purpose,  aud  the  holder  mar 
recover  npou  it,  even  if  he  had  knowl- 
edge of  its  origin,  to  any  amount,  for 
wldch  be  bolda  it  aa  security,  not  ex- 
ceeding the  sum  named  in  the  nota 
^The  East  Rmer  Banlc  agt.  Butler- 
worth,  4S  Barb.  ilB).. 

8.  Mor  will  it  maks  any  difhrenM 
whether  tlie  not«  waa  naed  before  or 
after  maturity,  if  it  waa  in  reali^ 
pledged  aa  secnrity  for  moneys  bor- 
rowed by  the  Indoraer  [Id). 

9.  The  giving  of  a  new  note,  by  an  in- 
dorser, for  the  amonnt  due  upon  the 
original  note,  auoh  original  note  being 
left  with  the  bolder  aa  ■ecoiity,  doea 
not  amonnt  to  paymsnl  of  Uie  latter 

10.  The  certiflc&te  of  the  notary  who 
had  protsated  a  promiaaoir  note  waa, 
that  ne  served  the  notice  of  protest  on 
the  Indoiser  "by  leavins  the  same  at 
bia  deak  in  the  New  York  cnatom 
bouse,  he  being  atieent  tberefhMn, 
with  a  person  in  clkarge,  said  notice 
being  directed  to  the  indorser : " 
fleM,  that  tho  service  waa  prima /ociB 
Huffldent,  in  the  absonoe  olT  any  proof 
to  the  contrary  ( TV  Batik  iff  1  ba 
OommoniBeaUh  agt.  MadgM,  45  Barb. 


QUABAHTINE. 

.  By  the  statute  establishing  and  reg-  . 
plating  quarantine  at  the  lower  bay 
of  Now  York,  the  legislatore  never  in- 
tended that  Staton  Island  shonld  be 
a  place  where  any  operaldon  of  quar- 
antine except  to  bury  the  dead,  should 
be  carried  on  (Seguine   iigt.  BiuUm, 


2.  Therefore,  the  commisaionersof  quar- 
antine, or  the  metaropolitaD  board  ot 
health,  or  both  lointJy,  will  be  ro- 
stnlned  by  injonotion  Irom  removing 
frcon  the  quarantine  vesaals  any  per- 
sons who  are  the  subjects  of  qoaran- 
tme  treatment  to  Hequine's  Point,  on 
Btalen  Island  {Id). 

SAHBOAD  00UPANIE8. 

1.  Tba  want  of  oantion  which  oonati- 
tntss  negligence  in  crossing  a  railroad, 
miut  in  any  given  case  depend  upon 
.1.^  ^ . under  which  the 
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party  is  placed  at  the  time  {Betiead 
agt.  The  N.  Y,  Central  BaUroad  Cb. 
ante,  181(. 

2.  The  object  of  requiring  an  engineer 
npon  a  raiht)ad  engine  to  sonnd  an 
aubrm  before  reaching  the  croesing,  is 
to  put  the  way  traveller  on  his  guard; 
and  when  the  engineer  neglects  the 
necessary  signals,  he  depriTOs  the 
traveller  of  one  of  the  means  upon 
which  he  has  a  right  to  rely  for  pro- 
tection against  the  danger  of  a  collis- 
ion {Id). 

&  When  a  man  on  foot  reaches  a  point 
near  the  crossing  of  a  railroad  in  a 
populous  part  of  a  dty,  and  listens 
and  hears  no  signals  or  warning,  he 
is  not  guilty  of  negligence  for  attempt- 
ing to  cross  over  the  track,  where  ne 
cannot  see  up  and  down  the  track  by 
reason  of  obstructions  {Id), 

L  But  the  railroad  company  ou^ht  not 
to  be  held  hable  for  a  collision  m  such 
a  case,  when  they  run  their 
locomotives  with  moderate  speed,  and 
make  the  usual  signals  before  reach- 
ing the  crossings  (Id), 

6.  Where  the  plaintiff  undertook  to 
cross  a  railroad  in  a  populous  part  of 
a  city,  over  five  tracks  running  east 
and  west  in  a  straight  direction.  Just 
after  a  train  of  oars  had  passed  from 
the  west,  in  which  direction  there  was 
nothing  to  obstruct  his  vision,  but 
eastwardly  his  vision  was  obstructed, 
except  about  ten  feet,  by  freight  cars. 
wMcn  stood  near  him  on  the  iwo  flrsi 
tracks,  and  hearing  no  bell  or  whistle, 
he  stepped  upon  the  third  track  with- 
out looking  east  at  all,  but  continued 
to  look  to  the  west,  and  before  cross- 
ing, was  hit  and  injured  by  a  locomo- 
tive backing  down  from  the  east  at  a 
rapid  rate  :  Held,  that  the  question 
of  tiie  plaintiff's  negligence  was  one 
for  the  Jury,  and  that  a  non-suit  in 
the  case  was  improperly  granted  {Id). 

6.  It  aeems,  that  way  travellers,  in  cross- 
ing railroads,  especially  in  citiesi 
where  obstructions  to  sight  are  fre- 

auent.  have  a  right  to  depend  upon 
beir  nearing  as  well  as  their  vision, 
for  protection  in  crossing  {Id), 

?•  Railroad  corporations,  engaged  in  the 
transportation  of  property,  are  sub- 
ject to  the  absolute  responsibility, 
which  by  the  common  law,  rests  upon 
common  carriers ;  they  are,  except  as 
against  loss  or  injury  occasioned  by 
the  act  of  God,  or  of  a  public  enemy, 
insurers  of  the  safe  transportation  ana 
delivery  of  the  property  intrusted  to 
them  for  carnage   (Heitteman  agt. 


The  Grand  Trunk  BrUuSay  Ob.  ante, 
430), 

8.  Oommon  carriers  cannot  bv  contfttot^ 
shield  themselves  from  liability  from 
their  own  fr«ud,  or  their  own  willful 
act  or  negligence :  but  they  may  con- 
tract agamst  liability  for  that  low  de- 
gree or  negligence  or  want  of  care  on 
their  part  which  is  not  equivalent  to 
willful  or  wanton  neglect  of  duty,  or 
recklessness  {Id), 

9.  Common  carriers  may  also  by  speciAl 
contract  relieve  themselves  from  aU 
responsibility  for  injury  to,  or  loss  of 
the  property  intrusted  to  ttiem  for 
carriage,   occasioned  by   the   negli- 

Sence,  misconduct,  ftuud  or  felony  of 
leir  employees  or  servants  {Id), 

10.  Where  the  plaintiff  siffned  a  special 
contract  made  by  the  defendants  aa 
common  carriers,  in  which  was  a 
clause  "  that  the  owner  of  the  within 
mentioned  animals  undertakes  all  risk 
of  loss,  injury^  damage,  and  other 
contingencies,  m  loading,  unloading, 
conveyance  and  otherwise,*'  and  by 
which  contract  the  defendants  under- 
took to  transport  for  the  plaintiff  from 
Btratford,  in  Canada  West,  to  BilfiUo. 
in  this  state,  a  car  load  of  horses,  and 
as  the  plaintiff  alleged,  Uie  defend- 
ants carelessly,  negligently,  wrong- 
fnlljr  and  wilUully,  run  the  car  con- 
taining the  horses  on  to  a  side  track 
of  its  road,  and  kept  them  locked  up 
for  four  days  and  mghts,  without  food 
or  drink,  and  by  its  agents  refused  to 
permit  them  to  be  imloaded  so  they 
could  be  fed — ^it  being  impossible  to 
feed  them  in  the  car;  oy  reason 
whereof  the  horses  were  nearly 
starved  to  death,  and  thereby  ren- 
dered comparatively  valueless :  ffeid. 
that  an  action  bv  the  plaintiff  against 
the  defendants  for  damages  by  reason 
of  such  negligent,  wrongful  and  wiU- 
fol  acts,  coald  not  be  sustained.    The 

Plaintiff   was    properly    non-suited, 
Vebflanck,  J,  disseming.)    {Id.) 

11.  Where  a  railroad  is  laid  in  a  public 
street,  under  a  permissive  grant  tb 
the  company  to  use  a  portion  of  the 
street  for  that  purpose,  the  company 
does  not  accjuire  the  same  nnquauflea 
title  and  right  of  disposition  to  the 
land  occupied,  which  individuals  have 
in  their  lands  {The  Sixth  Avenue  B, 
B,  Oo,  agt.  Kerr,  46  Barb.  188). 

12.  The  only  exclusive  power  conferred 
by  such  grants  is  that  of  using  raQ- 
road  carriages,  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  grant  of  a  stage  line  confers, 
for  the  time  being,  the  grant  of  a 
monopoly  of  using  such  stages,  for 
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tho  transporUtion  of  passengers  for 
hire,  on  that  route  {Id). 

18.  After  a  railroad  company  has  ob- 
tained permission  from  the  oommon 
oonncil  of  New  York,  to  lay  a  raikoad 
through  certain  streets  of  the  city, 
and  such  grant  is  subsequently  con- 
firmed by  an  act  of  the  legislature, 
the  legislature  has  the  power  to  grant 
similar  priyileges  to  another  company, 
and  to  authorize  the  latter  to  run  up- 
on, intersect,  or  use  any  portion  of 
the  tracks  already  laid,  on  condition 
of  making  compensation  or  payment 
to  the  mrst  grantees  if  the  parties 
do  not  agree  {Id;, 

VL  Such  a  grant  is  not  a  yiolaiion  of  any 
right  of  property.  The  grantees 
must  be  considered  as  holding  the 
grants  for  ihQ  public  use,  in  the  pub- 
street,  which  is  all  open  to  the  public 

15.  The  right  to  grant  a  crossing  of  the 
road  necessaxife'  involves  a  right  to 
pass  over  a  lu'ger  portion  oi  such 
load,  when  the  legislature  so  directs 
{Id). 

16.  After  evidence  has  been  ahready  giv- 
en, in  an  action  against  a  railroad 
oompanyto  recover  damages  for  an 
injury  arising  from  a  collision  be- 
tween the  defendant's  oars  and  the 
plaintiff's  wagon,  at  a  street  crossing 
tending  to  show  that  on  the  occasion 
of  the  collision,  the  flagman  stationed 
there  was  intoxicated,  and  was  absent 
from  his  post  of  duty,  it  is  proper 
fbr  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  flag- 
man had,  for  some  weeks  before  the 
occurrence,  been  indulging  in  habits 
of  intemperance,  so  as  to  unfit  him 
for  the  duties  of  his  station ;  as  bear- 
ing to  some  extent  on  the  question  of 
the  defendant's  carelessness  (Warner 
agt  The  New  York  OerUral  Bailraad 
O).  45  Barb.  299). 

17.  When  a  railroad  company  has  adopt- 
ed the  precaution  of  keeping  a  flag- 
man at  a  particular  crossing,  as  a 
mode  of  givmg  notice  of  the  approach 
of  trains,  and  has  continued  the  cus- 
tom for  several  years,  the  absence  or 
presence  of  the  flagman  at  his  post, 
IB  a  circumstance  which  the  public 
has  a  right  to  notice,  and  to  take  into 
the  calculation  of  the  measure  of 
safety  in  crossing  the  railroad  track 
at  a  given  time  {Id). 

18.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  pub- 
he  have  the  right  to  suppose  that  no 
train  is  due  or  approaching,  if  the 
flagman. is  absent  from  his  post  {Id). 

19.  If  the  place  where  a  railroad  track 
crosses  a  highway  is  a  place  of  dan- 


fer,  so  much  so  that  the  corporatioa 
as  voluntarily  undertaken  tne  duty 
of  keeping  a  watchman  there,  and  has 
continuea  it  through  a  series  of  years, 
until  Uie  pubUc  has  become  accu^ 
tomed  to  regard  his  presence  or  ab- 
sence, as  one  of  the  evidences  of  the 
approach  of  trains,  or  otherwise,  it  is 
a  part  of  their  duty  to  keep  a  fit  per- 
son, whose  conduct  will  not  be  hable 
to  mislead  and  deceive  the  traveling 
public  {Id). 

ao.  A  railroad  corporation,  by  acquiring 
the  right  to  construct  its  road  acrosa 
a  highway,  and  obtaining  title  to  the 
land  for  its  road  bed,  does  not  destroy 
or  impair  the  pubUo  easement.  The 
perfect  and  unqaUfied  right  of  eveiT 
citizen  to  pass  over  the  road  at  that 
point,  remains  the  same  as  before 
Xld). 

21.  It  is  not  a  question  of  superior,  or 
subordinate  right,  in  passing,  which 
arises  in  an  acBon  for  damages  ooosr 
sioned  by  a  collision  between  a  looo- 
motive  on  the  railroad  and  a  vehicle 
upon  the  highway,  but  a  question 
merely  of  the  exercise  of  suitable 
caution  and  prudence,  by  either  party 
in  the  exercise  of  a  oommon  and  equal 
right  {Id). 

22.  In  such  an  action,  it  is  proper  for 
the  court  to  hold,  that  the  railroad 
company  is  bound  to  exercise  a  pro- 
per aegree  of  care  and  prudence  to- 
wards the  traveling  pubhc  {Id). 

23.  A  statute  declaring  that  raihoad 
companies  shall  not  charge  more  than 
three  cents  a  mUe  for  the  tranroorta- 
tion  of  a  passenger  and  his  ordinary 
baggage,  under  a  penalty,  does  not 
appfy  to  railroads  in  cities  composed 
of  separate  vehicles  drawn  by  horses, 
unprovided  with  apartments  for  the 
safe  keeping  and  transportation  of 
baggage,  the  vehicles  of  which  must 
stop  at  any  part  of  the  route  where  a 
passenger  presents  himself,  and  fbr 
nim  toleave  when  he  wishes,  the  com- 
pensation for  whose  carriage  cannot 
be  adjusted  by  the  standard  of  miles, 
but  must  be  one  fixed  sum,  whether 
he  goes  the  entire  distuioe  or  not ; 
but  it  appUes  onlv  to  railroadrwhose 
cars  are  propellea  by  steam,  which 
transport  passengers  and  their  bag- 
gage from  one  fixed  place  or  station 
to  another,  without  stoppinff  at  any 
intermediate  point,  and  in  which  it  is 
possible  to  adjust  befbrehand  the 
amount  of  fare  to  be  paid  from  plaee 
to  place  {Hoyt  agt.  Svxih  Avenue  JK. 
Oo.  1  Daly,  m). 
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BSOEIVEB. 

1.  in  an  addon  brought  bra  receiverj 
in  snpplementaxT  prooeecungs,  and  in 
irannanoe  of  tae  order  appointing 
nim,  to  aet  aside  a  conyeyanoe  of  real 
estate  made  by  the  Judgment  debtor, 
to  a  third  person,  and  the  defendant 
succeeds  on  the  trial,  the  judgment 
creditors  of  the  debtor,  who  are  not 
parties  to  the  action,  and  took  no  part 
m  its  prosecution,  are  not  liable  for 
the  cods  of  the  action  (FoUotoing  tke 
decision  in  the  case  of  Wheder  agt. 
WrigfU,  28  How.  Pr.  ^  228).  ( OuSer 
agt  Beilty,  ante,  472). 

2.  The  law  making  parties  in  interest 
liable  for  costs,  was  not  intended  to 
apply  to  actions  brought  in  the  name 
of  sfaeiiffis.  reoeiyers,  clerks  or  other 
officers  of  the  court,  although  third 
parties  miffht  be  interested  in  the  re- 
covery, unless  the  action  was  brought 
at  the  sole  suggestion  and  urgency  of 
such  parties,  and  yhrtually  conducted 
by  them,  and  especially  so,  to  a  case 
where  tne  action  was  brought  by  di- 
rection of  the  court  (Id). 

BECXX^KIZiJNCE. 

1.  As  the  statute  only  requires  that 
recognizances  in  criminal  cases,  not 
taken  in  open  court,  "shall  be  in 
writing,  and  shall  be  subscribed  b^ 
the  parties  to  be  bound  thereby,"  it 
is  only  necessary  that  the  criminal 
should  appear  before  the  judre,  to 
confer  Jurisdiction  upon  such  Judge  to 
let  him  to  bail.  This  is  all  the  statute 
requires  ( The  People  agt.  EurUnUt,  H 
Barb,  126). 

2.  The  Judge  has  authority  to  accept  of 
indiyidnais  as  sureties  in  the  recogni- 
zance, though  they  do  not  personally 
appear  before  him.  The  better  prac- 
tice, howeyer,  is  for  Uie  Judce  to  re- 
quire the  person  desiring  to  oe  let  to 
ban  to  bring  his  sureties  before  him  ; 
and  a  Judce  would  be  Justified  in  re- 
fusing to  let  a  person  to  bail  whose 
sureties  do  not  personally  come  before 
hun  (Per  Baxxx>k,  e7>.    (Id.) 

REFEREES  AKD  REFERENCK 

1.  Where  a  receiyer  of  a  corporation 
procures  the  appointment  of  referees, 
to  whom  a  matter  in  oontroyersy  be- 
tween him  as  receiyer  and  other  par- 
ties is  referred,  pursuant  to  the  suit- 
ute,  and  the  referees^  after  hearing 
the  proofb  and  allegations  of  the  par- 
ties, make  their  report,  the  statute 
does  not  authorize  buj  judgment  to  be 
entered  upon  such  report;  and  the 

Vol.  yXXT, 
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court  has  no  Jurisdiction  to  render  a 
Judgment  thereon,  without  action 
{Matter  qf  AusHn,  ^A  Barb.  434). 

2.  Referees  haye  the  same  power  to  al- 
low amendments  to  pleadings  as  the 
court,  on  the  trial,  and  upon  the  same 
terms,  and  with  the  like  effect.  A 
referee  may  therefore  grant  an  amend- 
ment of  the  complaint,  not  introduc- 
ing anew  cause  of  action  distinct  from 
that  under  which  the  plaintiff  first 
sought  to  recoyer,  or  may  disregard 
an  immaterial  yariance  between  the 
complaint  and  the  proof  {Bunnigan 
agt  Chimmsy,  44  Barb.  628). 

3w  It  is  not  erroneous  for  a  referee  to  re* 
fuse  to  allow  the  defendant  to  serve  an 
amended  answer  to  the  complaint  aa 
amended,  where  the  defendant  does 
not  show  that  he  was  misled,  or  dis- 
close fttcts  showing  wherein  he  was 
misled,  but  merely  states  it  as  his 
opinion,  and  that  of  his  counsel,  that 
an  amendment  of  the  answer,  and 
fbrther  evidence  will  be  necessaxr 
(Id). 

4.  Where  there  is  a  conflict  of  evidence, 
before  a  referee,  his  finding  of  fftcts 
is  as  conclusive  as  is  the  verdict  of  a 
ury  {Smith  agt  McClusleey,  45  Barb. 
10). 

6.  JR^erees  are  no  longer  officers  of.  or 
unaer  the  control  of  the  court.  Tney 
become  by  appointment  an  indepen' 
dent  tribunal  naving  such  powers  as 
are  given  by  statute,  and  tneir  deci- 
sions are  reviewable  onhr  on  appeal 
from  their  Judgment  (  woodm^  agt 
BUHde,  ante,  164). 

6.  B^erees  now  possess  all  the  powers 
of  the  court,  and  their  allowance  or 
disallowance  of  an  amendment  can 
only  be  reviewed^,  if  reviewable  at  all, 
in  the  manner  other  deciBions  are  re- 
viewed on  appeal  {Id). 

7.  In  an  action  to  recover  dower^  where 
the  court  adjudge  that  the  plamtiff  is 
entitled  to  dower,  it  may  appoint  a 
r^eree  to  admeasure  the  pUiintiff*s 
dovser,  and  assess  her  damages  by  loss 
cf  rents  and  prtjfits,  instead  of  the 
three  freeholders  formerly  required  in 
an  action  of  ^'edment  for  dovoer.  (2 
R.  8.  312,  §  48,  sub.  1\  Id.  p.  810, 
§§86to47;j  or  a  special p^Uion  {Id. 
489,  §  10).  Brown  agt.  Brown,  ante, 
481.) 

8.  Where  a  referee  is  appointed  for  the 
purpose  of  admeasurmff  and  assign- 
mg  dowbt',  &c.,  the  defendant  waives 
every  objection,  except  a  want  of  Ju- 
risdiction and  even  a  rigH  of  appeal 
from  the  order  of  reference,  by  htiga- 
ting  before  the  referee  without  such 
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appeal,  and  by  filing  ezoeptionB  to  the 
report  {Id), 

9.  On  appeal  also,  such  an  error  in  the 
proceeding  as  admeasnring  dower  bv 
a  referee^  instead  of  the  three  freeliola- 
erSf  should  be  disregarded,  as  not  af- 
fecting the  substantial  rights  of  the 
defendant  {Id), 

RELEASE. 

1.  A  seal  is  not  necessary  to  render  a 
release  and  discharge  of  a  liability 
upon  a  promissory  note  yalid  and  ef- 
fectual, if  the  agreement  to  release 
and  discharge  is  upon  good  and  suffi- 
cient consideration,  u  not  deemed 
a  technical  release,  such  an  arrange- 
ment will  operate  as  an  accord  and 
satisfaction,  and  will  thus  be  effectual 
to  protect  the  parties  intended  to  be 
discharged,  in  case  of  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration to  ffive  it  support  {The 
Famnerti'  Bank  qf  Amsterdam  agt. 
Blair,  44  Barb.  6d). 


BELIGIOUS  GOBPOBATIOXS. 


1.  "When  the  same  persons  act  in  a 
double  capacity,  as  agents  or  trustees, 
they  must  see  to  it  that  their  transac- 
tions are  fiur  and  unexceptionable,  as 
regards  the  rights  of  either  of  the 
parties  they  represent.  If  any  motive 
of  personal  conyenience  or  interest 
has  Deea  subserredjit  will  constitute  a 
a  badge  of  fr4ud  {SL  James"  Church 
agt  The  Church  qf  the  Bedeemer, 
ante^  881). 

-2.  Where  seyeralpersons  acting  for  thr 
church  of  the  Kiedeemer— the  defend- 
ants as  trustees,  presented  an  appli- 
cation to  themselyes  as  trustees  of 
the  church  of  St  James— the  plain- 
tifib,  for  pecuniary  aid ;  and  the  same 
persons  acting  for  the  plaintiff8, 
granted  the  application,  ana  caused 
to  be  conveyed  to  the  defendants,  real 
estate,  producing  nearly  two-thirds 
of  the  whole  income  of  tne  plaintifb, 
without  the  payment  of  any  consider- 
ation but  for  the  sole  purpose  of  af- 
fording pecuniary  assistance  gratui- 
tously :  BeXd,  that  the  transaction 
was  destitute  of  honesiy  {Id), 

t.  And  the  order  of  this  court  permit* 
ting  the  conveyance,  constituted  no 
estMfpd  in  fiivor  of  the  grantee,  who 
haa  parted  with  nothing  as  the  con- 
sideration fbrthe  deed.  The  order 
'was  not  an  adjudication  between  the 
parties,  and  had  not  the  effect  of  rea 
adJifwiiGata  {Id), 


BES  ADJUBIGATA. 

L  Where  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant 
in  summary  proceedings  to  dispoft- 
Bess  for  the  non-payment  of  rent^' 
raises  two  questions,  and  the  jury 
finds  generally  for .  the  defendant^ 
both  ouestions  are  presumptively  re$ 
odjudAcaia,  and  in  a  subsequent  pro- 
ceeding, in  which  one  of  such  que»- 
tions  arises,  it  is  for  the  plaintiff  to 
show  that  it  was  not  passed  upon  by 
the  jury  {Ycmkers  and  N.  T,  Fire 
Ins,  Co,  agt  Bishiop,  1  Daly,  449). 

2.  Where,  in  tho  sammar^r  proceeding 
the  deiendant*s  affidavit  denied  his 
indebtedness  on  various  grounds,  in- 
cluding that  of  eviction  by  title  para- 
amount,  and  also  denied  any  demand 
of  the  rent,  and  the  jury  found  a  gen- 
eral verdict  for  the  defendant :  Beld^ 
in  a  subsequent  action  for  the  same 
rent,  that  the  verdict  was  presump- 
tively  res  adjudioalaom  both  points, 
and  that  it  was  for  the  plaintiff  to 
show  that  the  jury  only  passed  on  the 
question  of  demand  {la), 

SALE  OF  REAL  ESTATE. 

1.  A  purchaser  of  real  estate  at  a  public 
sale  will  not  be  released  by  the  court 
from  his  purchase,  upon  the  ground, 
1st  'ihaf  a  party  who  it  is  alleged  has 
an  interest  m  the  property,  was  not 
made  a  party  to  the  proceedings  for 
the  sale,  where  it  is  offered  on  tiie 
hearing  of  the  application,  to  furnish 
a  release  of  all  the  interest  of  such 

5 arty  in  the  premises  (In  the  mailer  cf 
fargaret  R.  BuU,  ante,  <S9). 

2.  2d.  That  certain  h£ir8  ai  law  having, 
as  aUeged,  an  interest  in  the  propem 
under  the  will  of  the  testator,  had 
not  been  made  parties  to  the  proceed- 
ings for  the  sale,  where  it  appeared 
fh)m  the  will  that  the  income  of  the 
property  was  given  to  M.  (a  daugh- 
ter), for  life,  and  after  her  death  with- 
out issue,  to  go  to  his  son  J.  in  fee, 
and  he  having  died  before  M.,  leavixi^ 
a  will  disposing  of  his  property  to  his 
minor  children :  BeM,  that  these  mi- 
nor chQdren  of  J.,  could  not  be  ne- 
cessary parties  to  the  proceeding  for 
the  sale,  as  tiiey  had  no  interest  m  tho 
property :  J.,  their  father,  having  no 
mtorest  tnerein  which  he  could  dis- 
pose of  by  will  until  the  death  of  M., 
who  was  then  alive  {Id), 

8.  8d.  That  two  only  qf  the  three  execu' 
tors  had  executed  the  conveyance* 
where  it  appeared  that  tiie  three  exe- 
cutors named  in  the  will  had  qualified, 
but  one  of  tliem  of  them  soon  after- 
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wards  left  the  United  States,  and  was 
removed  from  the  office  of  executor 
by  the  surrogate,  but  had  since  re- 
turned to  the  united  States,  and  de- 
clined to  unite  in  the  conveyance : 
Held,  that  where  a  trustee  resigns  or 
is  discharged  firom  his  office,  the  re- 
maining trustees  are  vested  with  the 
entire  estate ;  and  the  same  rule 
would  seem  to  apply  to  the  removal 
of  an  executor  by  the  surrogate.  The 
power  he  obtains  to  execute  the  trust 
18  given  to  him  not  by  name  but  as 
executor,  and  when  removed  as  exe- 
cutor his  relation  to  the  estate  ceases 

(Id). 

4.  But  in  this  case,  the  sale  of  the  pro' 
perty  was  not  made  bv  the  authority 
contained  in  the  will,  but  under  and 
by  virtue  of  the  statute — acts  of  1864 
and  1865.  The  legislature  had  power 
to  authorize  the  sale  to  be  made  bv 
any  officer  of  the  court,  or  in  sucn 
manner  as  the  court  should  direct ; 
and  also  had  power  to  direct  who 
should  execute  the  conveyance.  This 
they  did  when  they  directed  that  the 
conversance  should  be  executed  by 
the  said  trustees  ;  and  that  the  notice 
be  served  on  the  tioo  acting  executors 
by  name ;  the  other  executor  having 
been  removed,  and  having  ceased  to 
act  long  before  the  passage  of  either 
act  (7(2). 

See  Statitte  ofFbattds,  1, 2, 8,  4, 6* 
See  CoimiAOT,  6,  7,  8,  9, 10. 

SALE  OF  CHATTEIJ3. 

1.  An  agreement  was  entered  into  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  for 
the  sale  of  a  cracker  machine  by  the 
former  to  the  latter,  and  there  was  a 
delivery  and  an  acceptance  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  machine.  That  portion  of 
the  machine  not  delivered  was  taken 
by  the  plaintiff  to  a  machine  shop,  at 
the  request  of  the  defendant,  for  the 
purpose  of  being  cleaned,  which  was 
to  be  done  at  the  Joint  expense  of  both 
parties.  After  the  cleanmg  was  com- 
pleted, it  was  paid  for  by  the  plaintiff 
and  that  portion  of  the  machine  taken 
by  him  and  tendered  and  offered  to  be 
delivered  to  the  defendant:  JJeld, 
that  there  was  a  vahd  sale  of  the  ma- 
chine, and  not  merely  an  executory 
contract  for  a  sale,  where  something 
remained  to  be  done  on  the  part  of  the 
vendor,  before  the  delivery  of  the 
property  {Jhmmgan  agt.  OnmvrMy^ 
k  Barb.  628). 

2.  Hdd,  also,  that  the  act  of  taking  the 
machine,  by  the  plaintiff,  beine  for 
the  benefit  of  the  defendant,  and  his 


act,  it  was  a  deliveiy  to  the  plaintiff  as 
his  agent,  and  the  latter  merely  occu- 
pied me  position  of  an  agent,  m  con- 
veying the  property  to  the  machine 
shop  and  returning  it  to  the  defend-, 
ant,  and  the  same  was  not  held  at  his 
risk :  Hdd,  further,  that  a  portion  of 
the  machine  having  been  actually  de- 
hvered  to  the  defendant,  and  the  bal- 
ance being  in  the  hands  of  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  benefit  and  at  the  request 
of  the  defendant,  and  undei'  Uie  con- 
trol and  subject  to  the  order  of  the 
latter,  this  was  a  sufficient  delivery  of 
the  property  (Id). 

3.  It  is  a  general  principle  that  when 
goods  are  ordered  to  be  sent  by  a  car- 
rier, a  deUvery  to  the  carrier  operates 
as  a  delivery  to  the  purchaser,  in 
whom  the  mtle  immediately  vests, 
subject  to  the  vendor's  right  of  stop- 

Sage  in  transitu ;  and  the  goods,  m 
le  course  of  transit,  are  at  the  risk 
of  the  purchaser.  But  where  it  is  ap- 
parent, from  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  deUvery  was  made,  that  the 
vendor  did  not  trust  to  the  ability  or 
readiness  of  the  purchaser  to  i)erform 
his  contract,  and  intended  to  inedst 
upon  strict  prepayment  as  a  condition 
of  delivery  by  the  carrier :  Eela,  tbat 
such  delivery-  by  the  vendor  to  the 
carrier,  is  not  within  the  general  rule, 
and  does  not  operate  to  pass  title 
(Baker  agt.  BouroicattU^  1  JDaly,  28) 

4.  A  tender  by  the  vendor,  of  an  unin- 
dorsed custom  house  permit,  autibori- 
zing  a  delivery  of  the  goods  by  the 
warehouse  man,  it  appearinc^  that  the 
permit  was  sufficient  if  inoorsed  by 
the  vendor,  to  enable  the  vendee  to 
take  possession:  ffeid,  a  sufficient 
offer  of  delivery  of  the  goods.  The 
want  of  the  indorsement  was  imma- 
terial, as  the  indorsement  could  have 
been  made  immediately,  had  the  ven- 
dee made  objection  on  that  ground 
(Dunbar  agt.  Pettee,  1  Daly,  112). 

6.  Where  it  appears  from  the  course  of 
dealing  of  the  warehouse  man,  or  by 
the  agreement  of  the  parties,  that  the 
goods  stored  will  be  delivered  without 
requiring  immediate  payment  of  the 
storage,  the  warehouse  man  relying 
upon  the  personal  credit  of  the  party, 
there  is  no  hen;  because  such  a  course 
of  dealing  is  inconsistent  with  an  im- 

Slied  agreement  at  the  time  of  the 
eposit,  that  the  property  is  not  to  be 
taJsen  away  unless  the  storage  ia  paid 

{Idh 

6.  There  being  no  lien  upon  the  property 
for  storage,  and  the  vendee  on  the 
permit  already  tendered  having  the 
right  to  the  possession  of  the  property, 
it  would  be  unreasonable  to  require 
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that,  at  the  timo  of  the  deliyery,  the 
veudor  should  pay  the  storage  {Id). 

7.  The  plainti£b  sold  to  N.  and  S.  joint- 
ly, a  aiiantitr  of  goods,  to  be  paid  for 
in  casL  on  deliyery,  or  by  the  note  of 
8.  at  three  months,  indorsed  hj  N. 
The  plaintifb  deliyered  part  or  the 

goods,  but  reftused  to  deliver  the  resi- 
ne,  on  the  ffround  that  S.  had  failed, 
plaintifr  maae  no  tender  of  the  goods, 
nor  demand  for  either  cash  or  the 
note,  but  brought  his  action  for  the 
yalue  of  the  goods  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  three  months :  HddLlhtU 
a  motion  for  the  nonsuit  should  naye 
b^n  granted.  1st.  The  contract  be- 
ing an  entirety,  no  recovery  could  be 
had  until  the  whole  of  the  goods  were 
delivered.  2d.  The  insolvency  of  one 
of  the  purchasers  was  no  excuse  for 
the  plamtiif' s  neglect  to  tender  deliv- 
ery to  the  other,  and  make  the  election 
either  to  take  the  note  or  cash  {SoUo- 
man  agt  NeU^,  1  J)aiy,  200). 

8.  Where  a  vendor,  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  agrees,  that  if  the  goods  when 
delivered  are  inferior  to  the  sample, 
they  may  be  exchanged,  it  is  a  condi- 
tional sale,  and  the  inferiority  of  the 

goods  is  no  defense  to  an  action  for 
tie  price.  The  vendee  should,  on  dis- 
covering the  quality  of  the  goods, 
tender  tnem  back  to  the  vendor,  or  at 
least  notLEV  him  of  the  defect ;  and 
fkiling  to  do  so,  he  is  estopped  ttom 
denymg  their  vuue  {Fisher  agt.  Mer- 
tnn,  lieAy,  284). 

9.  Where,  by  a  custom  of  the  trade,  a 
purchaser  of  eoods  on  shipboard  is 
bound  to  unload  within  a  definite 
time,  and  by  reason  of  the  purchaser's 
fiikilure  to  take  the  goods  within  that 
time,  the  owner  is  obuged  to  pay  light- 
erage and  storage  fees  thereon :  Beldf 
that  the  purchaser  is  liable  for  such 
payments   {Dayton  agt.  Bototandt  1 

SEDUCTION. 

L  Proof  of  the  slightest  degree  of  ser- 
vice is  suiBcient  to  establish  the  rela- 
tion of  master  and  servant,  in  an  ac- 
tion for  seduction,  and  to  allow  a  re- 
oovety  for  the  heaviest  damages 
{Badgley  agt.  Decker,  44  Barb.  677). 

2.  The  real  ^avamen  ot  the  action  for 
seduction  is  not  the  loss  of  service, 
but  the  morixfloation  and  disgrace  ox 
the  fkmilv,  and  the  wounded  feelings 
of  the  pudntiiL  The  plaintiff  is  not 
restricted  to  compensatory  damages. 
And  it  is  not  erroneous  for  the  Judge 
to  charge  the  Jury  that  in  estimating 
the  amount,  they  may  take  into  con-  > 


sideration  the  wounded  feelings  of  the 

Slaintiff  and  the  disgrace  to  the  fun- 
y  {Id). 

8.  A  married  woman  having  a  riffht^un- 
under  the  statutes  of  1800  {Law»  cf 
I860,  chap.  66,  §  2),  to  keep  a  board- 
ing nouse  on  her  own  account,  and 
consequently  to  employ  servants,  for 
any  iigury  to  her  servant,  per  quod 
servitum  amieil,  a  right  of  action  ac- 
crues to  the  wife,  equally  as  if  she 
were  unmarried ;  that  oeing  a  neees- 
sar;^  incident  to  the  right  to  carry  on 
business  on  her  own  account.  Hence 
for  sedudng  and  debauching  her 
servant,  followed  by  a  loss  of  service, 
she  ma^  sue  in  her  own  name,  with, 
out  Joimng  her  husband  with  her  {Id), 

4.  Where  a  mother  sues  for  the  seduc- 
tion of  her  daughter,  she  ia  so  con- 
nected with  the  party  seduced  as  to 
authorize  the  Jury  to  consider,  and 

five  damages  for  the  injuries  received 
y  her  through  her  daughter's  dis- 
honor.   {Per  Pabkxb,  P.  J.)     {Id), 

HHAH  PLEADING. 

1.  Where,  on  a  motion  to  strike  out  as 
sham  a  defense  good  on  its  fiEtoe,  ad- 
missions on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
are  positively  sworn  to,  which  are 
neither   contradicted,     qualified    or 

auestioned,  and  which  tend  to  sustain 
le  defense  :  Bdd.  that  the  motion 
will  be  denied  {Badden  agt.  IT.  T. 
SUk  Manufacturing  Co.  1  iKi^,  888). 

2.  Sham  pleadinff  is  the  setting  up  of  a 
defense  which  nas  not  onl^  no  founda- 
tion of  fact,  but  which,  it  is  manifest, 
was  interposed  for  vexation  or  deh^. 
An  answer  will  not  be  adjudged  to  be 
sham  simply  upon  an  affidavit  that  it 
is  false,  for  this  would  be  trying  the 
merits  of  the  defense  upon  affidavits. 
But  the  court  must  be  satisfied  from 
an  inspection  of  the  pleading,  or  i^m 
circumstances  brought  tolls  knowl- 
edge, that  the  object  of  the  pleader 
was  either  to  delayer  annoy  the  plain- 
tiil^  or  else  to  trifle  with  the  court  by 
way  of  amusement,  bv  getting  it  to 
pass  upon  legal  quiboles.  or  engage 
m  a  futile  investigation  {id). 

SPEOmO  PET^FOBMANOB. 

1.  A  vendee,  who .  has  fulfilled  his  oon- 
tract  of  purchase,  may  obtain  a  de- 
cree for  specific  performance  against 
parties,  wno,  with  notice  of  his  equi- 
ties, succeeded  to  the  interest  of  the 
vendor  {Laverty  agt.  Moore.  33  if.  F. 
JR.  658). 
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SHIPPING. 

1.  For  supplies  famished  a  vessel  upon 
the  order  of  the  captahi,  while  acnng 
for  the  owners,  the  owners  are  liable 
in  adlido  ;  ana  a  non-joinder  of  any 
part  owner  in  an  action  to  recover  for 
such  supplies,  may  be  taken  advan- 
tage of  by  nlea  in  abatement  {Soger 
agt.  27icKo&,  1  Daly,  1). 

2:  Lighterage  is  the  price  paid  Ibr  un- 
loading ships  by  lighters  or  boats,  and 
a  charge  for  taking  a  boat  to  another 
pier  instead  of  the  usual  one  of  de- 
livery, would  not  be  embraced  under 
that  term.  Demurrage  is  only  recov- 
erable where  it  has  been  expressly 
stipulated  for,  though  where  there  has 
been  an  unreasonable  or  improper  de- 
tention of  the  vessel  by  the  act  of  the 
freighter  or  consignee,  damages  may 
be  recovered  by  the  owner  (western 
Transportation  Oo.  agt.  HauKjey.  1 
Daly,  827). 

Bb  A  manner  who  is  in  a  vessel  when 
she  commences  her  vo^rage,  but  who 
leaves  her  while  she  is  temporuly 
stayed  in  the  harbor  by  accident,  head 
winds,  or  other  causes,  before  she 
reaches  the  main  ocean,  has  not 
"proceeded  to  sea,"  in  the  sense  in 
which  that  term  is  to  be  understood 
in  an  agreement  for  the  payment  of 
money  upon  that  condition  {James 
agt.  Hagan,  1  Daly,  517).' 

4.  Where  it  was  agreed  that  money 
should  be  paid  to  a  seaman  as  soon 
as  he  should  proceed  to  sea,  agreeable 
to  the  shipping  arficles,  and  ue  ^p 
started,  but  before  leaving  the  harbor 
was  compelled  by  accident  to  return  : 
Hdd,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  the 
contents  of  the  shipping  articles,  that 
the  condition  of  t-ne  agreement  was 
unfdlfllled,  and  there  could  be  no  re- 
covery on  it  (id). 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

L  Where  there  is  no  note  or  memoran- 
dum in  writing  made  of  the  contract 
of  sale  of  personal  propei*ty  for  over 
$50,  nor  no  part  of  the  purchase  money 
paid,  the  validity  of  the  agreement 
must  depend  upon  whether  uie  buyer 
acceptea  or  received  any  part  of  the 
property  agreed  to  be  sold  {Good.t^ 
Vuriiss,  ante,  4). 

%  In  order  to  constitute  an  acceptance 
or  receiving  of  a  part  of  the  propertv 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  it 
is  necesearvthat  there  should  be  some 
act,  something  done  indicating  it  be- 
yond words  merely.  Accordingly, 
where  the  vendor  and  vendee,  with 


tiie  property  before  them,  agree  upon 
the  terms  of  sale  and  the  price  to  be 
paid,  and  that  the  goods  which  is  the 
subject  of  the  contract  shall  become 
the  property  of  the  vendee,  the  title 
does  not  pass  {Id), 

8.  But  it  is  not  necessarv  that  any  part 
of  the  goods  should  oe  acceptea  or 
received  oy  the  buyer  at  the  time  of 
the  contract ;  an  acceptance  or  receiv- 
ing of  the  same  at  any  time  after- 
wards, if  it  be  done  under  the  con- 
tract, and  while  thai  remains  unre^ 
voked,  will  be  sufficient  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  the  statute  {Id) 

4.  Where  in  an  action  upon  an  account 
against  the  defendants,  they  under- 
t^k  to  set  off  the  value  of  some  per- 
sonal property  which  they  claimed 
they  had  sold  to  the  plaintmtif^  and 
ttiat  he  had  accepted  a  portion  of  it^ 
which  was  in  his  possession,  and  rat^ 
fied  the  agreement  by  its  sale  to  a 
third  person : 

5.  Hdd,  that  this  action,  having  been 
commenced  by  the  plaintiff  some  three 
weeks  before  he  sold  the  property  to 
such  third  person,  was  an  unmistak- 
able indication  of  the  plainttfEs  inten- 
tion to  disaffirm  the  contract,  alleged 
by  the  defendants  for  the  sale  of  the 
whole  property  previously,  espeoiaUv 
as  the  value  of  the  property  claimed 
by  the  defendants,  largely  exceeded 
the  plaintiff's  account.  Besides  the 
positive  testimony  was  sufficient  to 
show  that  the  aUeged  contract  was 
discarded  by  the  plamtiff,  even  though 
the  sale  of  a  portion  of  the  property 
by  the  plaintiff^  subsequently,  might 
be  considered  a  wrongfiil  conversion 
of  it  by  him  {Id), 

6.  If  a  writlen  aareemeni  is  signed  by 
the  party  sought  to  be  charged,  and 
is  certain,  fair  and  just,  in  all  its  parts, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be 
signed  by  the  party  seeking  to  enforce 
it.  in  order  to  its  specific  pefformance, 
Tnat  is,  the  want  or  muUualUy  is  no 
objection  to  its  enforcement  (WhMs 
agt.  Sdhuyler,  ante,  88). 

7.  A  written  agreement  to  re-convey  at 
a  certain  time,  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration, a  certain  number  of  shares  of 
the  capital  stock  of  a  **  Bteam  Tow- 
boat  Association,"  and  to  pay  certain 
dividends  received  thereon,  may  be 
si^ecificaUy  performed,  notwithstand- 
ing an  objection  that  the  contract  re- 
lates to  a  class  of  property  in  regard 
to  which  it  is  not  usual  to  direct  a 
apecaflc  performance,  on  the  ground 
tnat  the  party  has  an  adequate  remedy 
at  law  m  damages.  There  mav  or 
may  not  be  an  adequate  remedy  at 
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lair,  and  beddee  the  putiea  have  spe- 
cilically  Agreed  to  re«ranve;  lid). 
6.  'When   the   Nnu  within   which 
kgreement  is  to  be  performed  ii  pnre- 
1;  e,  cmeetloD  otfaa,  which  lua  t>een 
condaered  with  ore  bj  the  Jnd( 

special  term,  the  court  u  geDoraJ 

will  cot  neuolJ;  distarb  the  deciaioD 
n»de  thereon  lid). 


hia  perBi 
bought  hats  OD  cnMSt,  he  would 
for   them  if  the;  did  not.     The  do- 
fendant  gold  h>U  to  his  friends  which 
were  ohM-ged  to  them  on  pliintiiF'B 
books  :    jfeid,  tb&t  the  pronuBe  of  the 

tho  statute  of  frauds,  ood  therefbre 
void  IKnia  »Bt,  XvO,  I  Daly,  SIS). 

to.  The  defenduit,  by  an  oral  agree- 
ment, promised  to  deliver  to  the  plain- 
tiff a  quantity  of  butter,  of  the  value 
of  over  tlOO.    The  defendant  beinR  at 

the  suTn  of  t6,S0,  for  a  barnj]  of  Sonr 
charged  to  him  in  accc  ant,  it  was  a 
part  of  the  contnu^  that  that  sam 

should  apply  as  a  partia,' '  '- 

wards  the  butter.  The  i 
an  catry  of  the  sale,  in  a  i 
book  ;  the  entry  also  sti 
defendant  accepted  the  1 


that  the  flour  was  paid  tc 

ter,  or  otherwise  ;    Helt , 

cicnt  part  payment  to  take  the  cue 

oat  of  the  statute  of  frauds  llied  aet. 

Tetd,  44  Barb.  Ml. 

11.  In  October,  185S,  the  pUintifflet  the 
defendanUbave  ten  sheep,  of  a  certain 
quali^  and  grade  of  wool,  the  de- 
iBDdantB  agreeiDg  to  deliver  to  him, 
at  the  end  Mtbor  jean,  twenty  sheep 
of  aa  good  quality  and  gtade.  At  the 
expiration  of  four  years,  the  parties 
made  inotber  agreement,  by  which 
the  defendants,  instead  of  deliverina 
the  twenty  sheep  then  due,  promised 
to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  forty  sheep 
of  M  good  quality  and  gride,  at  the 
end  of  four  years  more,  which  the 
jdalntiff  promieed  to  accept  in  lieu  of 
■aid  twenty  sbeep.  In  an  action  ddop 
the  last  agreement  if  tnu  heid,  that  it 
was  wlthlii  that  provision  of  the  stat- 
ute of  frands  which  makes  void  every 
oral  agreement  that  by  its  terms  is  not 
to  be  performed  within  one  yearfrom 
the  making  thereof,  AithonRh  an 
agreement  on  which  a  party  relies  is 
void  by  the  statute  of  frauds,  he  is 
not,  in  general,  without  remedy,  ioas- 1 
much  IB  where  a  contract  has  been 
folly  performed,  and  the  pertbrmance  1 


accepted,  a  reoorery  may  bu  Ijsd  i 
gitaiUum  meruit  or  vatebiU,  if  no 
the  contract  ilseU  ISarUtU 
Wheda-,  44  Borb.  161). 
13.  FreTJona  to  the  purchase  of  n 
gued  premiBBs,  brC.  at  aforecloi 
■ale,  it  vra«  agreed  by  parol  betn 
him  and  H.  tt>at  M.  should  have 
premisea  conveyed  Co  him, 
mont  to  C.  of  the  amount 


in  pOBseselon  of  a  portion  of  the  prs- 
misea,  which  he  beld  under  a  contract 
to  purchase,  fhim  a  former  owner. 
After  C.  had  purchased,  this  parol 
agreement  waa  renewed,  or  reafBnned 
by  parol,  and  C.  garo  up  to  M.  the 
poseesaion  of  the  reeiduo  of  the  pro- 
mises, and  authorized  bim  to  keep 
poBseesion  and  rent  tho  BUoe.  U.  ao- 
cordingl;  rented  a  portion  of  the  pre- 
miaea,  to  a  tenant,  and  made  payment 
according  to  his  parol  agreement, 
amounting  to  more  than  one-third  of 
the  purchase  money,  which  C.  ao- 
oepted  and  received  :  Bfid,  that  such 
posBvsaion  and  part  payment  took  the 
parol  agreement  out  of  the  operation 
of  the  statute  of  frauds  ;  and  that  the 
agreement  could  have  been  enforced, 
speciflcaUy  against  C :  Add,  olfO,  thai 
U.  being  tbns  in  possceoion,  nnder  > 
contract  rendered  valid,  and  capable 
of  being  enforced,  by  part  perfotm- 
ance,  it  was  not  in  the  Hiwer  of  0.  by 
an  agreement  with  a  third  peisou,  to 
whicn  U.  was  not  a  party,  to  take 
away  M.'s  risbt  nnder  hui  contract  or 
to  DDTden  them  with  nen  or  mote 
onerous  conditions  ;  especially  where 
such  third  person  was  rally  informed 
at  the  time  of  his  purchase,  of  ^e 
agreement  with  M.  and  what  had  b«en 
paid,  under  it  [  Jfmf/i«ui  agt,  jlndreiei, 
44  Barb.  2DD). 


STATU  TUB. 


.  The  penal  lawi 
strictly  local  in 
effect,  there  can  I 
offeree  under 


183). 


1  Dtdy, 


3.  The  offensee  which  constitute  ditor- 
derly  conduct  ander  Uie  acts  of  188S, 
chapter  11,  and  of  1860,  chapter  GOS, 
are  different  from  the  offenses  whieS 
will  cMiBtitute  a  "  disorderly  person," 
under  tbo  act  of  1S33,  and  the  Re- 
vised Statotee.  In  common  parlance, 
one  who  is  guilty  of  disorderly  eon- 
duct  may  be  regu^ed  a«  a  disorderly 

person,  ou'  " * " -*- — ->— '- 

persona,"  : 


"  disorder! 
"  and  "  disorderW  oondact, 
n  the  statnleaaadistiagaiah- 
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ing  distmct  and  different  offenses. 
There  are,  under  the  statute  regula- 
ting these  summary  convictions  be- 
fore a  magistrate  witnout  a  jury,  three 
classes  oi  offenders.  1.  Vagrants. 
2.  Disorderly  persons.  3.  Persons 
guilty  of  disorderly  conduct ;  each  of 
whicn  is  distinguishable  from  the  oth- 
er, and  in  each  the  course  of  proce- 
dure is  different  {Matter  cf  Muier,  1 
DcUy,  562). 

8.  The  twentieth  section  of  the  act  of 
1860,  chapter  508,  which  declares  that 
certain  acts  shall  constitute  disorderly 
conduct,  was  not  Intended  to  limit  the 
offense  to  such  acts.  The  only  effect 
of  it  is,  that  it  leaves  nothing  to  the 
discretion  or  opinion  of  the  mafl:is- 
trate  where  such  acts  are  proved,  out 
makes  it  his  duty  to  commit  (Id), 

4.  Where  a  power  is  g^ven  to  a  board  of 
commissioners  by  statute,  the  o£Glcial 
act  of  one  of  the  members  will  not 
suffice,  but  it  must  appear  that  the 
board  acted  in  the  premises  {Id), 

6,  A  commitment  for  disorderly  conduct 
until  the  offender  finds  security  in  a 
certain  sum  for  his  good  behavior  is 
bad,  as  it  is  equivalent  to  perpetual 
imprisonment,  if  he  should  be  unable 
to  find  security.  It  must  be  for  some 
fixed  term  or  period,  and  must  not 
exceed  twelve  months  {Id), 

6.  All  which  is  essential  to  constitute  a 
court,  exist  in  the  proceeding  which 
is  had  before  a  judge  upon  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus :  the  custor,  or  plaintiff, 
the  reu8^  or  defendant,  and  the  judex, 
or  judicial  power  which  is  to  examine 
into  the  fact,  the  law  arising  upon  it, 
and  to  apply  the  remedv  ;  the  officer 
acting  not  ministerially  but  judicially, 
with  authority  by  statute  to  imprison 

(ia). 

7.  Where  an  authority  is  created  by 
statute,  with  power  to  fine  or  impris- 
on, the  officer,  person  or  body  invest- 
ed with  such  authority  is,  for  that 
purpose,  deemed  a  court  {Id). 

8.  By  the  act  of  the  legislature,  passed 
April  4, 1849  {Laios  qf  1849,  chap.  200), 
provision  was  made  for  compensation 
to  the  owners  of  the  pier  connected 
with  the  canal  basin  at  Albany,  for  all 
their  rights  in  the  said  basin,  and  to 
the  toUs  to  which  they  were  entitled, 
by  directing  that  the  sum  of  $80,000 
should  be  paid  to  said  pier  owners  'in 
lieu  of  .tolls  as  heretofore  paid  to 
them  ;"  provided  the  pier  proprietors 
and  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  Al- 
bany shoula,  within  six  months,  file 
in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state, 
ilieir  consent  to  the  terms  and  provis- 


ions of  the  act,  and  a  release  to  th« 
people  of  the  state  of  all  their  interest 
m  the  said  basin.  The  act  also  re- 
pealed the  section  of  a  previous  act, 
oy  which  alone  the  right  to  the  toUs 
was  originally  conferred.  The  con- 
sent ana  release  were  duly  filed,  with- 
in the  period  specified  in  the  act ;  bat 
the  $30,000  directed  to  be  paid  to  the 
proprietors  of  the  pier  were  not  paid 
till  the  9th  of  April,  1850,  and  &ien 
without  interest;  Hdd,  that  th« 
true  construction  of  the  act  was  that 
the  right  to  the  tolls^  and  the  interest 
of  the  pier  owners  m  the  basin,  and 
the  revenues  thereof,  were  designed 
to  be  extinguished,  from  the  period 
of  the  passage  of  the  act,  in  the  event 
of  its  subsequent  acceptance  bv  such 
pier  ownei-s  <  The  People  ex  reL  Obr- 
ning  Kgt,  BenUm,  44  Barb.  441). 

9.  Accordingly  /ie2d,  that  the  acceptance 
of,  and  compliance  with,  the  provis- 
ions of  the  act  by  the  pier  owners, 
within  the  time  required  was  an  ef- 
fectual extinguishment  of  all  right  to 
tolls  accruing  after  the  passage  of  the 
act :  Hdd.  also,  that  if  their  was  anj 
equitv  on  the  part  of  the  pier  propn- 
etors  to  receive  interest  on  the  $30,000, 
either  from  the  passage  of  the  act,  or 
from  the  date  of  their  acceptance  of 
its  provisions,  that  was  a  consideration 
to  be  addressed  to  the  legislature,  and 
could  not  influence  the  court  on  an 
application  for  a  mandamus  to  enforce 
the  payment  of  the  money  {Id), 

10.  The  act  of  the  legislature  providing 
for  the  enlargement  of  the  £^e  cana^ 
passed  April  1854^  declared  that  noth- 
mg  therem  contamed  should  author- 
ize the  canal  board  to  abandon  the 
existing  canal  through  cities  or  inoor- 
porated  villages :  Seld,  that  the  act 
recognized  a  species  of  vested  right 
on  the  part  of  persons  who  had  made 
valuable  erections  and  improvements 
in  the  cities  and  villages  adjacent  to 
the  canal,  to  have  the  canal  continued 
as  then  located  ( The  Bank  qf  Auburn 
agt  Roberts,  45  Barb.  407). 

11.  Where  a  statute  authorized  truste 
of  real  property  to  be  created  for  the 
benefit  of  persons  owning  or  occupy- 
ing mill  privileges  on  a  certain  creek 
or  stream,  the  object  of  such  truste 
being  the  improvement  of  said  stream 
by  inoreasinff  the  head  of  water,  and 
regulating  the  flow  thereof  for  the 
supply  01  mills,  &c..  on  said  stream, 
in  the  manner  specined ;  and  declared 
that  the  annual  value  or  income  of 
the  property  so  to  be  held  in  trust, 
should  not  exceed  two  thousand  dol- 
lars :  Held,  that  the  terms  *'  annual 
value  or  income,**  as  used  in  tiie  act^ 


HEW  TOKK  PRACTICE  EEIPOBTS. 


law,  and  besidoB  the  parti«a  liBTe  spi 
cinoaUyBgreedlo  re-convoy   {Id). 
8.  Where   the   tiiiw   wilhin    which   > 
(greemeiit  ia  to  be  performer 


9.  Tho  defendant,  the  clerk  of  the  plain- 
tifl;  »ho  was  a  hatter,  told  the  latter 
that  if  any  ot  hie  peraoii*!  friends 
bought  hats  on  credit,  he  would  pay 
tor  them  if  they  did  not.  The  de- 
reudaol  Bold  hats  to  his  friends  which 
were  charged  to  them  on  plaintiff's 
bo<iks :  Mdd,  that  the  promise  of  the 
defendant  was  collater^,  and  nitliln 
the  statute  of  tiands,  uid  therefore 
void  (Knox  agt.  NtM,  1  Daly,  US). 

10.  The  defend&nt,  by  ui  oral  aeree- 
ment,  promised  to  deliver  1^  the  plain- 
tiff a  qaantity  of  butter,  ot  the  valuo 
of  over  (100.  The  defondanl  being  at 
the  tdme,  indebted  to  the  pkintiii  in 
the  aum  of  t6.50,  for  a  barrel  of  Sour 
charged  to  him  in  acecun^  it  was  a 
part  ot  the  contract  that  that  anm 
Hhoutd  aonly  ae  a  partial  paymeat  to- 

mtter.     The  plaintiff  made 
the  Bale,  inamemorandam 


ancntryofthi . 

book  ;  tho  entry  also  stating  that  the 
defendnnt  accepted  the  barrel  of  floii 
on  Ibe  hotter.  Bnt  no  entry  was  mad 
on  plaintiff's  account  hook,  to  sbix 
that  the  flour  was  paid  tor  by  the  bm 
tcr,  or  otherwise  :  Held,  not  a  siiOi 
clent  part  payment  ' 


Wheder,  4i  Barb.  1 

13.  PrerioiiB  to  the   ] 

gaged  premises.  )>>- 

him  and  M.  ti'nt  M. 
premises  oonic.icd 


.  Ill  October,  1S5C,  the  plaintiff  h- 
lefendants  have  tenabeep,  ofa>'i 
auaUty  and  grade  ot  wool,  tl . 


of  as  good  quality  and  gradr 
eipiration  of  fonr  years,  il 
made  another  agreement, 
tho  defendants,  instead  ii 
ths  twenty  sheep  then  di,,  . 
to  deUver  to  the  plaintill  i< 
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lud  a  deed  of 
(riff,  conveys 
'chasers  with- 
t  a  mortgage 
•  nt  debtor  suo- 
iUg  of  the  judg- 
••  was  made,  and 
be  cat  off  by  the 
the  porchasers, 
.iiitee  will  hold  the 
I  larty  claiming  un- 
Id). 

>DEB. 

Blander,  the  defend- 

permitted  to  prove  a 

luer  an  answer  merely 

negations  of  the  com- 

iegmg  that  the  words 

avo    been  uttered   and 

.c  defendant  concerning 

were  trae   {IMBon  agt. 

•rb,  178). 


alleged  dander  oonsfsts  in 

the   plaintiff  with  having 

x.'ly  on  a  trial,  an  answer 

p  a  justification  should  set 

ovidenoo,  and  state  what  was 

Hwom  to  by  the  plaintiff.  The 

i  not  altered  the  rule  in  this 

and  in  pleading  a  justifioa- 

,  as  under  the  old  system,  the 

iiig  to  establish  it  must  be 

Id). 


STREET  ASSESSMENTS. 

1.  There  is  no  statute  recjulring  that  an 
assessment  for  regulating  ana  grading 
streets,  Ac.,  in  the  city  of  Now  York, 
shall  be  made  anlt/  qfter  the  com' 
Mion  of  the  toork  {Matter  qf  James 
TT.  Beekman,  ante,  16). 

2.  If  the  assessment  precedes  the  pei^ 
formance  of  the  work,  an  estimate  of 
the  expense  must  be  first  made ;  but 
after  the  work  has  been  completed, 
and  the  expense  has  been  paid  or  in- 
curred, or  definitely  ascertained,  the 
estimate  is  superfluous  {Id), 

8.  Where  all  the  work  has  been  oon' 
tracted  for,  but  a  portion  of  it  onty 
has  been  completea  when  the  assess- 
ment is  made,  an  esHmaie  is  necessary 
in  order  to  ascertain  the  amount  to  be 
assessed  {Id}, 

i.  It  is  not  neoeasarr  that  the  duties  to 
be  performed  by  tne  assessors  should 
be  named  in  the  ordinance.  The  law 
has  prescribed  the  duty  which  they 
are  to  perform  {Jd). 

6»  Where  ^e  cusessors  consisted  of 
three  members,  two  of  whom  were  ap- 
pointed by  original  ordinance  in  1856, 
and  one  by  the  board  of  commission- 
ers of  taxes  under  the  act  of  1859,  in 
place  of  one  of  the  original  assessors 
who  had  resigned  after  the  assessment 
list^had  been  reported  to  the  board  of 
revision ;  and  the  boards  after  such 
resignation,  returned  the  hat  to  the 
assessors /or  correction: 

6.  JETefcL  that  it  was  a  legal  irregularity 
for  the  hoo  original  assessors  to  pro- 
ceed to  correct  the  assessment,  without 
inviting  or  requesting  the  otiier  re- 
cently appointed  assessor  tc  act  witli 
them  (id). 

7.  The  statutory  rule,  as  well  as  the  rule 
of  the  common  law.  applicable  before 
the  act  of  1859.  wnicn  authorizes  a 
majority  of  the  board  of  assessors  to 
be  appointed  under  that  act,  to  make 
estimates  and  assessments,  requires 
all  the  members  to  meet  and  coneuU, 
although  a  majority  ma^;  decide,  un- 
less special  provision  is  otherwise 
made  {Id). 

8.  It  maybe  lawful  fbr  two  to  act,  if  one 
neglects  or  is  unable  to  perform  duty 
as  an  assessor,  but  it  is  iUegal  to  ex- 
clude one  assessor  from  actmg,  inten- 
tionaRy  {Id). 

9.  Where  assessors  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  appointed  to  assess  lands  for  a 
local  improvement,  assess  the  lots  of 
an  owner  at  more  than  one-half  the 
value  of  such  lots,  as  valued  by  the 
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referred  to  the  association  itself^  and 
not  to  its  members  indiyidaaUy ;  and 
did  not  mean  the  benefit  which  each 
member  ^onld  derive  from  his  mill 
privilege  or  business,  but  a  collective 
valne  or  income  received  bv  the  asso- 
ciation as  sudif  onder  the  statute 
( The  Thn/  Iron  and  NaU  Factory  agt. 
Omdng,  45  Barb.  231). 

STATUTE  OF  IIMirATIONa 

1.  The  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
which  provides  that  the  term  of  eigh- 
teen months  after  the  death  of  any 
testator  or  intestate,  shall  not  be 
deemed  any  part  of  the  time  limited 
by  law  for  the  commencement  of  an 
action  agamst  his  executors  or  admin- 
istrators (2  R.  8.  448,  §  8),  is  not  re- 
pealed by  section  102  of  tne  Code  of 
t^rocedure,  by  which  it  is  declared, 
that  if  any  person  entitled  to  bring  an 
action  shall  die  before  the  expiration 
of  the  time  limited  for  the  commence- 
ment thereof,  and  the  cause  of  action 
survives,  it  maybe  commenced  by  his 
representative  within  one  year  after 
his  death  {ScwU  agt.  aoowL  45  Barb, 
517). 

2.  One  having  a  claim  against  a  person 
deceased,  has  eighteen  months  after 
the  death  of  the  latter,  during  which 
the  runninff  of  the  statoteis  suspend- 
ed; and  ii  personal  representatives 
are  appointeo,  he  has  in  addition,  one 
year  from,  the  time  of  their  appoint- 
ment {Id), 

8.  Hence,  an  action  upon  a  promissory 
note,  brought  against  administrators 
more  than  a  year  after  issuing  letters 
of  administration,  but  within  six 
years  after  the  note  became  due.  if 
eighteen  months  are  excluded  in  the 
computation  of  time,  is  not  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations  {Id), 

1.  "When  a  note  is  made  payable  on  de- 
mand, simply,  it  is  to  be  deemed  due 
at  its  date,  and  may  be  prosecuted  im- 
mediately, although  an  actual  demand 
must  be  made  in  order  to  entitle  the 
holder  to  draw  interest  upon  the  prin- 
cipal sum.  But  where  the  note  is 
pavable  on  demand,  with  interest,  or 
with  annual  interest,  the  statute  of 
limitations  does  not  begin  to  nm  until 
payment  is  actually  demanded.  {Per 
£A0OV,  J,)     {Id,) 

6.  To  revive  a  debt  barred  by  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations  where  no  promise 
to  pay  is  shown,  but  one  is  sought  to 
be  implied  from  an  acknowledgment 
of  the  indebtedness,  the  acknowlec^e- 
ment  should  contam  an  unqualined 
and  dii'ect  admission  of  a  previous 


subsisting  debt,  for  which  the  party 
is  liable,  and  wilHng  to  pay ;  and  the. 
recognition  must  be  unaccompanied 
by  any  circumstance  calculated  to  re- 
pel tiie  presumption  of  an  intent  or 
promise  10  pay  \Loomia  agt.  Decker^ 
1  Dcdy,  186). 

6.  When  the  debtor,  in  a  letter  to  the 
creditor  said  :  "I  don't  recollect  when 
the  bill  was  made,  but  if  it  is  aQ  right 
I  will  make  it  satisfactory,"  and  ad- 
ded that  he  had  certain  railroad  bonds 
which  he  hoped  would  be  accepted  in 
payment,  '*  as  money  was  out  of  the 
question  :*'  Held,  sumcient  to  take  the 
case  out  of  the  statute  {Id). 

7.  It  is  the  province  of  the  coort,  sitting 
as  a  jury,  tofind  as  matter  of  fac^ 
whether  a  new  promise  under  the  cir- 
oomstanoes,  might  fkirly  be  implied, 
and  afinding  by  the  court  in  this  re- 
spect, like  the  verdict  of  a  Jury,  mort 
be  deemed  final  {Id), 

• 

8.  An  acknowledgment  to  be  sufficient 
to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of 
limitations,  must  not  only  be  an  ad- 
mission of  the  existence  of  the  debt, 
but  in  addition  thereto,  a  recognition 
of  a  liability  to  pay,  in  such  a  mode  as 
win  authorize  tne  inference  of  a  new 
promise  ( The  Oommereial  Mrttual  B^ 
euranoe  Oo,  agt.  jBMX,  44  J9ar6. 489). 

9.  The  makers  of  promissory  notes,  be- 
ing sued  thereon,  put  in  an  answer 
amnitting  the  makmg  of  the  notes, 
and  claiming  that  they  were  premium 
notes ;  that  a  loss  had  been  sustained 
under  the  policy ;  and  that  the  notes 
should  be  paid  out  of  the  insurance 
moneys:  H^  that  this  was  not  a 
sufficient  acknowledgment  to  revive  a 
debt  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions ;  there  being  no  admission  of 

E resent  indebtedness,  or  of  any  wiU- 
igness  to  pay  the  notes,  firom  which 
a  promise  to  pay  might  be  inibrred. 
An  answer  in  the  cause  being  a  com- 
pulsory statement  under  oath,  tiie 
occasion  when,  and  the  circumstances 
under  which  statements  in  it  are 
made,  repel  any  implication  of  a  prom- 
ise to  pay  the  demand,  from  any  ac- 
knowledgment therein  {Id), 

SHEBIFPS  SALE. 

1.  A  aheriff  is  liable  for  all  the  acts  of 
his  deputy,  official  in  their  charaeter, 
in  exf^utJng  process,  whether  he  knew 
the  deputy  nad  the  raocess  or  not 
{Pond  agt.  Leman^  45  Barb.  152). 

2.  The  levy  of  an  execution,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  collecting  it,  by  a  deputy,  is 
an  offldaL  and  not  a  personal  act 
And  for  (ul  such  acts  the  sheriff  is 
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liable  for  the  «ot  of  his  deputy,  though 
it  tarns  oat  that  the  act  is  not  justified 
by  the  process  (Id). 

8.  A  sheriff  is  liable  fbr  the  acts  of  his 
deputy  in  levying  upon  the  goods^  of 
persons  not  parties  to  the  execution, 
although  it  aoes  not  appear  that  he 
In  fact  directed  or  ratined  the  act  of 
the  deputy  in  so  levying  (Id). 

L  Where  land  has  been  sold  by  the 
sheri^  upon  execution,  payment  by 
the  judgment  debtor  of  the  amount 
of  the  bid,  with  the  prescribed  inter- 
est, within  the  year,  puts  an  end  to 
the  sale,  and  extmguiBhes  entirely  the 
power  of  tiie  dierin  to  convey  {Rankin 
agt.  Amdi,  44  Barb.  251). 

^.  The  advance  of  money,  by  a  Judg- 
ment debtor,  for  the  purpose  of  hav- 
ing the  ^eriff's  oeHafloate  assigned 
to  a  third  person  and  thus  kept  on 
foot,  will  not  operate  as  a  redemption 
by  him,  and  render  the  sheriff's  certi- 
ficate null  and  void,  or  take  away  all 
power  from  the  sheriff  to  execute  a 
conveyance  valid  as  against  creditors 
(Id). 

6.  If  the  assignee  of  the  sheriff's  certi- 
ficate, after  naving  obtained  a  deed  of 
the  premises  from  the  sheriff,  conveys 
he  same  to  bona  fide  purchasers  with- 
out notice,  the  lien  of  a  mortgage 
executed  by  the  judgment  debtor  suo- 
sequent  to  the  aocketing  of  the  judg- 
ment on  which  the  sale  was  made,  and 
prior  to  the  sale,  will  be  cut  off  by  the 
shei-iff's  deed,  and  the  purchasers, 
from  the  sheriff's  grantee  will  hold  the 
land,  as  against  a  party  claiming  un- 
der the  mortgage  (Id), 

SIANBEB. 

1.  In  an  action  for  slander,  the  defend- 
ant will  not  be  permitted  to  prove  a 
justification,  under  an  answer  merely 
denying  tiie  alle^attons  of  the  com- 
plaint and  alleging  that  the  words 
charged  to  have  been  uttered  and 
spoken  by  the  defendant  concerning 
the  plaintiff  were  true  {TUaon  agt. 
aark,i&  Barb,  ITS). 

2.  Where  the  alleged  dander  oonaists  in 
charging  the  plaintiff  with  having 
sworn  lalsely  on  a  trial,  an  answer 
setting  up  a  justification  should  set 
forth  the  evidence,  and  state  what  was 
actually  sworn  to  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
Code  has  not  altered  the  rule  in  this 
respect ;  and  in  ploadinR  a  justifloa- 
tion  now,  as  under  the  old  system,  the 
facts  going  to  establish  it  must  be 
stated  {Jd). 


8TBEET  ASSESSMENTS. 

1.  There  is  no  statute  recjuiiing  that  an 
assessment  for  regulating  aiwi  grading 
sireetSf  <fcc.,  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
shall  be  made  only  after  Vie  com- 
Mian  of  the  toork  {Matier  qf  James 
W,  Beeieman,  ante,  16). 

2.  If  the  assessment  precedes  the  per* 
formance  of  the  work,  an  estimate  of 
the  expense  must  be  first  made ;  but 
after  the  work  has  been  completed, 
and  the  expense  has  been  paid  or  in- 
curred, or  defijutely  ascertained,  the 
estimate  is  superfluous  (Id), 

3.  Where  all  the  work  has  been  oon~ 
tracted  for,  but  a  portion  of  it  only 
has  been  completed  when  the  assessp- 
ment  is  made,  an  estimate  is  necessary 
in  order  to  ascertain  the  amount  to  be 
assessed  {Id), 

4.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  duties  to 
be  performed  by  the  assessors  should 
be  named  in  the  ordinance.  The  law 
has  prescribed  the  duty  which  they 
are  to  perform  {Id), 

6i  Where  ^e  assessors  consisted  of 
three  members,  two  of  whom  were  ap- 
pointed by  original  ordinance  in  185o, 
and  one  by  the  board  of  commission- 
ers of  taxes  under  the  act  of  1859,  in 
place  of  one  of  the  original  assessors 
who  had  resigned  after  the  assessment 
list  .had  been  repoi-ted  to  the  board  of 
revision :  and  tne  boards  after  such 
resignation,  returned  the  list  to  the 
assessors /or  correction: 

6.  Held,  that  it  was  a  legal  irregularity 
for  the  tioo  original  assessors  to  pro- 
ceed to  correct  ute  assessment,  without 
inviting  or  requesting  the  other  re- 
cently appointed  assessor  tc  act  with 
them  {id). 

7.  The  statutory  rule,  as  weU  as  the  rule 
of  the  common  law.  applicable  before 
the  act  of  1869.  whion  authorizes  a 
majority  of  the  ooard  of  assessors  to 
be  appointed  under  that  act,  to  make 
estimates  and  assessments,  requires 
all  the  members  to  meet  and  consult, 
although  a  majority  may^  decide,  un- 
less special  provision  is  otherwise 
made  (id), 

8.  It  may  be  lawful  fi>r  two  to  act,  if  one 
neglects  or  is  unable  to  i>erform  duty 
as  an  assessor,  but  it  is  illegal  to  ex- 
clude one  assessor  from  acting,  intent 
tumaHy  {Id), 

9.  Where  assessors  in  the  city  of  New 
Tork,  appointed  to  assess  lands  for  a 
local  improvement,  assess  the  lots  of 
an  owner  at  more  than  one-half  the 
value  of  such  lota,  as  valued  by  the 
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astessom  cf  the  ward  in  which  the 
same  are  ainiated,  it  is  a  violation  of 
the  statute  (Laws  1840,  c?Mp.  826, 
§  7),  and  a  legal  irregularity^  and  the 
court  is  authorized,  under  the  act  of 
1858  to  vacate  and  set  aside  such  4W- 
sessment  {Matter  of  Sevier  in  Thirty- 
fourth  street,  ante, «). 

10.  The  objection  that  the  oonfirmaiion 
of  the  assessment  is  conclusive  as  to 
all  questions  of  regularity  not  raised 
prior  to  the  confirmation,  cannot  be 
sustained  in  such  a  case,  as  the  act  of 
1858Sdoe8  not  require  any  such  pre- 
liminaiy  proceeding  to  entitie  a  party 
aggrieved  to  the  benefit  of  the  statute. 
Tne  whole  provision  of  the  act  of  1858 
is  in  reference  to  relief  from  assess- 
ments ({fter  conftrmation  (Id), 

11.  The  act  (Laws  of  1861,  p.  702)  cre- 
ating a  board  of  rfenixion  and  correo' 
txon  of  assessment  hsts^-oomposed  of 
the  comptroUer,  counsel  to  the  corpo- 
ration and  the  recorder  of  the  citv — 
seems  to  require  that  all  three  of  the 
members  shofuld  meet  together  for  the 
purpose  of  acting,  but  it  prescribes 
that  a  vote  of  a  majority  of  such 
board  shall  decide  the  question  in  re- 
gard thereto  {Id), 

12.  Where  a  motion  is  made  under  the 
act  of  1858  to  vacate  an  assessment 
for  regulating  and  grading  a  street  in 
the  ciiy  of  New  York,  on  the  ground 
of  coUttsion  and  fraud  between  the 
street  commissioner  and  the  contrac- 
tor, in  awarding  the  contract  to  the 
seeming  lowest  bidder,  when  he  was 
in  fact  nearly  the  highest  bidder :  The 
<][ue8tion  is  not  whether  the  court  are 
inclined  to  believe  or  suspect,  or 
whether  it  is  probable  a  fraud  has 
been  committed  or  may  have  been 
committed,  but  are  the  parties  prooed 
guiUy  by  the  evidence  {Matter  qf  Sigh' 
iieth  street,  arUe,  99). 

18.  Where  the  street  commissioner  is 
not  shown  to  have  had  any  concert 
with  the  contractor,  nor  is  the  con- 
tract shown  to  have  been  procured  by 
fraud,  the  assessment  under  the  con- 
tract cannot  be  disturbed  on  that 
ground  {Id), 

14.  The  power  of  tlie  legidature  to  pass 
an  act  (as  they  did  in  this  case  in 
1861)  confirming  such  oontaract,  and 
authorizing  the  assessment,  and  re- 
quiring the  city  to  pav  the  contractor 
the  mune^  due  upon  the  contract  may 
be  authorized  by  some  late  decisions 
of  the  court  of  appeals,  but  is  very 
doubtful  legislation,  as  it  respects  the 

£  roper  application  and  eifect  of  the 
kwa  of  municipal  ooipontiona  {Id), 


16.  All  public  streets  and  hif^hways  are 
for  the  use  of  the  people  of  the  whole 
state,  whether  located  in  town  or 
country.  The  interest  in  such  use,  or 
the  ownership  thereof,  is  pubUci  Juris; 
and  the  appropriation  of  such  streets 
to  private  or  corporate  use,  without 
autnority  of  law,  and  the  consequent 
obstruction  of  them,  and  impediments 
to  travel  occasioned  thereby,  consti- 
tute a  nuisance,  and  justify  an  injunc- 
tion. And  the  people  of  the  staie  are 
the  appropriate  parties  to  seek  and 
enforce  the  necessary  remedy  {The 
People  sg^.  The  New  York  andHar-' 
lemJLE,  00.45  Barb,  78). 

SUMMONS. 

1.  An  undertaking  given  pursuant  to 
section  209  of  the  Code  of  Procedure, 
in  an  action  of  claim  and  delivery  of 
personal  property,  conditioned  for  a 
return  of  the  property,  if  a  return 
should  be  adjuaged,  and  for  the  pay- 
ment of  such  sum  as  should,  for  any 
cause  be  recovered  against  tne  plain- 
tiff in  the  action,  is  substantially  one 
for  the  payment  of  money  (Jionto- 
griffo  agt.  Musti,  1  Daly,  77). 

2.  And  an  action  against  the  sureties  in 
such  an  undertakinjg;.  is  an  action 
arising  on  contract  witnin  section  129 
of  the  Code,  and  a  summons  for  a 
money  demand,  in  such  an  action,  is 
proper  {Id), 

8.  By  appearing  and  pleading  to  the 
merits,  the  defendants  waive  all  ob- 
jections to  the  form  of  the  summons 
\Le  Sage  agt.  Qreai  Western  IL  M. 
Co,  1  JDaiy,  806). 

i.  The  objection  that  a  summons  issued 
from  a  justice's  court  is  invalid  by 
reason  of  the  onussion  to  affix  thereto 
a  XT.  S.  revenue  stamp,  should  be 
made  before  the  justice  on  the  return 
day  of  the  summons.  It  is  too  late 
to  raise  that  objootion  for  the  first 
time  on  appeal.  After  judnnent, 
such  an  objection  should  not  oe  liB- 
t^ned  to  in  any  court  {Bairdt  agt. 
Pridmere,  ante,  869). 

6.  iZ  seems,  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  IT.  8.  revenue  act,  to  impose  a 
stamp  duty  of  60  cents  upon  all  writs, 
summons,  and  other  original  process 
by  which  a  suit  was  commenced  in 
any  court  of  record,  and  also  of  the 
same  amount  upon  any  writ,  process 
or  summons  in  a  justice's  court,  or 
other  court,  not  of  r>  cord,  for  the  re- 
covery of  any  sum  exceeding  HOO 
{Id). 
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SUNDAY. 

1.  The  sale  of  a  span  of  horses  on  San- 
day,  is  not  void  at  common  law  {Bat*- 
ford  agt.  Soery,  44  Barb.  618). 

2.  The  prohibition  in  the  statnte  rela- 
tiye  to  the  obsenrance  of  Sunday, 
against  exposing  to  sale  on  that  day. 
any  wares,  merchandize,  Ac.,  is  not 
applicable  to  a  private  contract  for 
tne  sale  of  a  span  of  horses,  made 
without  yiolating,  or  tending  to  vio- 
late, the  pnblic  order  and  solemnity 
of  the  day.  Such  a  contract  is  not 
necessariiy  a  pnblic  exposure  of  goods 
and  chattels  on  Sunday,  within  the 
prohibition  of  the  statute.  If  there 
IS  any  question  of  fact  on  that  subject 
which  IS  proper  for  the  consideration 
of  the  jury,  the  defenaant  should  ask 
the  court  to  submit  the  question  to 
the  jury  {Id). 

SUPPLEMENTABY    PBOCEEDINGS. 

1.  A  receiver  appointed  in  proceedings 
supplementary  to  execution,  is  vested 
with  the  property  and  effects  of  the 
judgment  deotor  from  the  time  of  the 
filing  and  recording  of  the  order  ap- 

S)inting  him  {liogera  agt.  Ooming,  44 
arb,  m), 

2.  After  the  title  to  a  promissorr  note, 
the  property  of  judgment  debtors, 
has  vested  in  a  receiver,  by  virtue  or 
his  appointment,  it  is  not  in  the  power 
of  a  county  judge,  or  any  other  judi- 
cial officer  or  court,  to  divest  him  of 
it  by  a  mere  order,  made  in  proceed- 
ings to  which  he  is  not  a  parfy.  And 
putiee  receiving  such  note  from  a 
third  person,  to  be  applied  upon  a 
subsequent  judgment,  under  an  or- 
der made  by  a  county  Judge,  will  hold 
it  as  the  receiver's  property,  and  be 
accountable  to  him  for  all  the  moneys 
they  have  received  upon  it  (Id), 

8.  In  order  to  sustain  an  action  brought 
by  a  receiver  appointed  in  supplemen- 
tary proceedings,  the  plaintiffis  bound 
to  snow  not  only  the  judgment,  but 
also  an  execution  from  a  court  having 
the  right  to  issue  it ;  and  that,  the 
.  same  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  of 
the  proper  county,  and  by  him  re- 
turned unsatisflea.  Without  each 
and  all  of  these  f&cts  being  proved,  a 
judge  has  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain 
proceedings  supplementary  to  execu- 
tion, or  to  appomt  a  receiver  of  the 
defendant's  property  ( Wegvruin  agt 
Oiilds,  44  Barb,  403). 

4.  A  notice  served  upon  a  judgment 
debtor  to  appear  before  a  referee  to 
answer  in  supplementary  proceedings, 


which  omits  to  state  the  place  at 
which  he  is  to  attend,  ib  fatally  dtfect- 
ice  (Kelty  agt.  Yerby,  arUe,  95). 

6.  A  receiver  appointed  in  supplemerUa" 
ry  proceedings^  does  not  acquire  the 
legal  tiUe  to  tne  proi>erty  of  tne  judg- 
ment debtor  until  ms  ajmointmerU  a§ 
such  receiver.  His  title  does  not  re- 
late back  to  the  time  of  the  service  of 
the  restraining  order  in  these  pro- 
ceedings, upon  the  judgment  debtor 
{Filimore  agt.  HorUm,  ante,  424). 

6.  Where  a  creditor  by  a  bona  fide  chaU 
td  mortgage,  sells  tne  property  of  the 
judgment  debtor  upon  the  mortgage, 
and  delivers  possession  to  the  pur- 
chaser, prior  to  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver  in  supplementary  proceed- 
ings of  the  debtor's  propeny,  such 
mortgage  sale  does  not  constitute  a 
conversion  of  the  property  as  against 
the  receiver,  for  which  as  such,  he 
can  maintain  an  action  (id). 

7.  It  is  only  when  the  party  has  posses- 
sion or  control  of  the  property,  that  a 
refusal  to  deliver,  on  demand,  consti- 
tutes evidence  of  a  conversion  {Id). 

8.  In  an  action  brought  by  a  receiver  in 
supplementary  proceedings,  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  order  appointing 
nlm,  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of  real 
estate  made  by  the  judgment  debtor, 
to  a  third  person,  and  the  defendant 
succeeds  on  the  trial,  the  judgment 
creditors  of  the  debtor,  who  are  not 
parties  to  the  action,  and  took  no  part 
m  its  prosecution,  are  not  liable  for 
the  costs  of  the  action.  {FoUounng 
the  decision  in  the  case  of  Wheeler  agt. 
Wright,  28  How.  Pr,  .iJ.  228. )  ( OtMer 
agt.  Remy,  ante,  472.) 

9.  The  lawmaking  parties  in  interest 
liable  for  costs,  was  not  intended  to 
apply  to  actions  brought  in  the  name 
of  sheriffe,  receivers,  clerks,  or  other 
officers  of  the  court,  although  third 
parties  might  be  interested  in  the  re- 
covery, unless  the  action  was  brought 
at  the  sole  suggestion  and  urgency  of 
such  parties,  and  virtually  conducted 
by  them,  and  especially  so,  to  a  case 
wnere  the  action  was  brought  by  di- 
rection of  the  court  {Id). 

TAXES  AND  ASSESSMENTS. 

1.  A tori(qfpro/ii&i<tdn against  aboard 

Sf  eupervieors,  commanding  them  to 
esist  and  refrain  firom  any  further 
proceedings  in  imposing  or  levying 
any  tax  upon  the  relaior»—a  I^ationaL 
bank,  assessed  or  to  be  asssesed  upon 
their  capital  paid  or  to  be  paid  in,  will 
be  refused  for  the  reason : 
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3.  First,  That  it  is  donbtftil  whether  the 
board  of  supervisors  have  the  power 
to  alter  the  assessment  rolls  by  strik- 
ing ont  the  name  of  any  person  or 
corporation  which  may  have  been 
placed  upon  it  by  the  assessors. 

5,  Second.  The  writ  of  prohibition  is  not 
a  writ  of  right,  and  is  not  granted  as  a 
matter  of  course ;  but  only  on  show- 
ing satisfactorr  groimdsforreliei^  and 
it  being  made  to  appear  that  no  con- 
siderable public  inconvenience  can 
arise  from  ine  delay.  The  writ  should 
not  issue  where  there  are  other  reme- 
dies perfectly  adequate  (People  agt. 
£oara  qfSupennaon  qf  Uuter  Oounty, 
ante,  237). 

i.  All  the  tax  payers  in  the  countj  are 
interested  in  the  assessment  and  col- 
lection of  the  taxes  ;  and  the  allow- 
ance of  tiie  writ  against  the  board  of 
supervisors  miffht  materially  delay  the 
completion  of  tneir  business,  and  pro- 
duce much  public  inconvenience.  The 
taxes  against  the  relators  would  have 
to  be  entirely  abandoned,  in  a  sum- 
mary manner,  with  no  legal  mode  of 
collecting  them  hereafter  {Id). 

ft.  The  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion 
would  leave  the  relators  to  pursue 
other  legal  remedies,  if  any  such  they 
have,  fx  the  assessors  have  exceeded 
their  authority  and  acted  entirely 
without  Jurisdiction,  as  claimed,  then 
the;r  are  responsible  for  the  damages 
which  may  ensue  {Id). 

6.  It  is  competent  for  the  state  to  tax 
shares  in  National  Banks,  although 
the  capital  stock  is  invested  in  Qov- 
emment  securities.  But  not  a  greater 
rate  Uian  upon  shares  in  State  Banks 
( The  OUy  m  VHoa  agt  CfwrdhiU,  ante, 
288,  ir.  3.  Court). 

See  Stbeet  AssEssicxiiTB. 

TELEaBAPH  GOKPANIES. 

1.  Where  a  telejgraph  company  ftimishes 
printed  headings  for  the  transmission 
of  messages,  containing  certain  terms 
and  conditions  upon  which  such  mes- 
sages will  be  sent  *^^  '^^  agreement 
that  the  same  shall  become  binding 
upon  both  parties  when  signed  by  the 
person  sending  the  message ;  the  per- 
son who  writes  his  message  under 
such  a  heading  and  signs  and  delivers 
it  accepts  such  printed  proposition, 
and  it  thereupon  becomes  an  agree- 
ment binding  upon  the  company  only 
according  so  its  terms  and  conditions 
Breese  agt  TJie  U.  8,  Telegraph  Co. 
ante,  86). 

2.  The  person  who  signs  and  delivers 


such  message  is  estopped  from  denying 
the  agreement  whicn  he  has  signeol 
by  alleging  that  he  never  read  it.    It 


is  gross  carelessness  and  negUg^iGe 
not  to  read  such  conditions  ana  agree- 
ment before  siening  and  deUvering 
the  message  {la). 

8.  A  person  who  signs  such  a  paper 
must  know  that  he  signs  it  for  some 
purpose,  and  when  he  gives  it  to  the 
company  must  understand  that  it  is  to 
regulate  the  rights  which  it  explains 

i.  The  peculiar  and  stringent  rules  by 
which  common  carriers  are  controUed 
and  regulated  can  have  very  little  joat 
and  proper  application  to  telegraph 
oomp«nies  {Ims  seems  to  be  aooerae 
to  iM  general  tenor  qf  the  opinion  in 
DeEutle  agt  N,  Y.  Telegraph  Ob.  80 
How.  480). 

5.  Even  if  a  telegraph  company  is  held 
to  be  an  ordinary  common  carrier,  it 
has  the  right  to  limit  its  liabiUty  by 
eiyfress  contracL  {This  agrees  with 
Be  Butte  a^.  N.  F.  Teiegraph  Cb.  si»- 
pra,  and  ts  vndoubtediy  ireS  settled 
law.  If  Ihis  doctrine  is  weU  setOed,  U 
woutd  soem  also  that  it  settles  the  ques- 
tion qfthe  similarity  of  the  rules  lo&icA 
govern  each  carrier. )    {Id.) 

6.  Where  the  plaintiffs  delivered  to  the 
defendant  for  transmission  from  Pal- 
myra, N.  Y.  to  the  city  of  New  York, 
a  message  written  under  the  genend 
printed  proposition  and  agreement  of 
the  defendants,  directing  the  purchase 
of  $700,  in  gold,  without  requiring  a 
repetition  or  the  message,  and  when 
dellTered  to  the  plaintilTs  correspond* 
ent  in  New  York  it  read  $7,000.  in  gold, 
instead  of  $700:  IMd,  that  the  ^ain, 
tiff  could  not  recover  ibr  the  loss  he 
sustained  {Id). 

7.  The  defendants,  a  telegraph  compa* 
nv,  received  frx>m  the  plamtifb,  at 
Washington,  D.  C,  a  dispatch  to  be 
transmitted  over  its  line  to  the  platn- 
tii&*  agents  in  New  York,  directing 
them  to  sell  for  plaintiflfiB  their  "South- 
em  Michigan  before  board ;  buy  live 
Hudson  at  board.**  The  dispatch,  as 
received  by  the  plaintillis*  agents,  di- 
rected them  to  sell  thdr  Southern 
Michigan  stock  before  board,  and 
"buy  five  hundred  at  board.**  The 
aeent  sold  the  plaintiflh'  Southern 
Michigan  stock  before  the  board,  and. 
at  the  Doard,  purchased  five  hundred 
shares  of  the  same  stock.  The  plain- 
tifb,  on  being  apprised  by  telegraph 
the  same  day,  of  the  transaction,  sent 
another  dispatch,  correcting  the  ^rror, 
and  repeating  the  first  order.  This 
dispatcn  bemg  received  after  the  ad- 
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Joiimment  of  the  board  of  broken, 
the  agents  sold  on  the  street  the  five 
hundred  shares  of  Michigan  Sonthem 
B.  R.  stock,  purchased  by  them,  at  a 
loss  of  four  hundred  and  seventy-fiye 
dollars,  and  purchased  at  the  lowest 
price  five  hundred  shares  of  the  Hud- 
son Biyer  B.  B.  stock,  which  was,  for 
the  tvhole  number  of  shares  pnr^ 
chased  one  thousand  three  hundred 
and  seyenty-flye  doUara  more  than  the 
same  could  naye  been  bought  for  at  the 
board  of  brokers  that  day :  JJaU,  that 
the  plaintiff  were  entitled  to  reooyer 
of  tne  defendants  the  diffBrence  be- 
tween the  price  at  which  the  flye  hun- 
dred shares  of  the  Hudson  Biyer  B. 
B.  stock  could  haye  been  bought  at 
the  board  of  brokers,  and  the  lowest 
price  for  which  the  same  could  haye 
been,  and  was,  bought  after  the  ad- 
journment of  the  board,  on  the  receipt 
of  the  corrected  dispatch  (BiUenhouae 
agt  The  IndependerU  Line  of  TOe- 
graph,  1  Daly,  471). 

8.  HdA,  al90y  that  as  the  language  used 
in  the  dispatch,  howeyer  indefinite  to 
others,  was  intelligible  to  the  agents, 
they  were  not  charged  with  the  dufy 
of  making  ftiriher  mqujry  before  act- 
ing upon  it :  Held^  a&Oj  that  defend- 
ant haying^  placed  it  beyond  the  -power 
of  the  plamtifEB*  agents  to  make  the 
purchase  of  the  fiye  hundred  shares 
of  the  Hudson  Biyer  B.  B.  stock  at  the 
hoard  of  brokers,  it  could  not  ayail  it- 
self of  the  fact  tnat  the  pnrdiase  was 
made  on  the  street  after  the  adjourn- 
ment of  the  board,  it  not  appearing 
that  it  was  injured  by  the  circum- 
stance (Id). 

TEND£B. 

1.  A  tender  of  United  States  treasunr 
notes  in  payment  of  a  debt,  is  suffi- 
cient. A  tdader  should  be  made  irre- 
speotiye  of  any  other  act.  If  a  re- 
ceipt or  satisfaction  piece  is  asked  for, 
it  yitiatesthe  tender  {UooseveU  agt. 
The  BuWs  Head  Bank,  45  Barb.  679;. 

8.  A  party  who  makes  a  tender  is  bound 
to  keep  the  money  at  all  times  ready 
for  payment  when  demanded,  and 
when  sued,  is  bound  to  bring  the 
money  into  court.  If,  after  tender 
made,  the  money  tendered  is  used  by 
the  debtor  in  his  business,  and  min- 

gled  with  his  other  money,  the  tender 
I  not  yalid  {Id), 

8.  Since  the  decision  of  the  court  of  ap- 
peals in  the  MetropoHUm  JSanfc  agt. 
Tan  Dyck  (21  N,  Y.  R,  400),  holding 
that  the  act  of  congress,  passed  Feb- 
ruary 25, 1862.  makmg  nertain  treas- 
ury notes  of  tne  United  States  a  legal 


tender  in  payment  of  debts  between 
piiyate  persons,  was  constitutional 
and  yalid,  the  existence  of  the  power 
in  congress,  to  declare  such  treasury 
notes  a  legal  tender  for  the  payment 
of  debts,  must  be  assumed,  to  the  full 
extent  of  the  use  made  of  it  by  con- 
gress (JTtmpton  agt.  Bronaon^  46 
Barb,  618). 

TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 

1.  In  respect  to  the  letting  of  a  single 
crop  on  shares,  when  the  shares  of 
the  owners  in  the  farm  products  are 
uncertain  in  amount,  this  makes  Uie 

Sarties  tenants  in  common,  at  least  in 
tie  productions  thus  to  be  grown  and 
aharod  between  them  {ToLtmer  agt. 
mOs,  44  Barb,  428). 

2.  Where  one  of  seyeral  tenants  in  com- 
mon, enters  ujx)n  the  land  and  cutv 
and  remoyes  timber,  and  conyerts  the 
same  to  his  own  use,  he  is  guilty  of 
toasfe,  and  is  liable  to  his  co-tenants 
under  the  statute  giying  the  action  of 
waste  by  one  tenant  in  common 
against  another  (.fiZiMSagt.  Bumeide. 
UBarb,  447). 

TITLE. 

1.  Where  a  grantor,  at  the  time  of  exe- 
cuting a  conyeyance  of  land,  has  no 
legal  title  to  the  land,  but  has  merely 
an  equitable  title  or  mterest  therein, 
and  he  afterwards  acquires  the  leg^ 
title^  he  takes  and  holds  such  title  in 
equity,  in  trust  for  such  prior  grantees 
(DoyJeagt  The  Feerien  JPetrdeum 
Ckmilpany,  44  Barb,  239). 

2.  The  title  of  the  consignor  to  paper 
dbipped  to  his  factors  to  be  sold  on 
commission,  does  not  rest  in  the  fivo- 
tors,  unless  they  haye  made  special 
adyances  upon  the  credit  of  such  ship- 
ment ;  or  unless,  by  an  arrangement, 
they  are  to  haye  a  lien  upon  all  ship- 
ments for  any  general  balance  of  ad- 
yances preyiously  made  {Be^  agt. 
Head  <W  iV.  T,  B.  Sffl), 

TBESTJLSS. 

1.  For  a  Joint  trespass,  committed  b^ 
two  persons,  the  party  injured  has  his 
eleoaon  to  prosecute  both  in  one  ac- 
tion, or  to  sue  them  separately  ;  and 
in  the  latter  case,  proyided  he  recoy- 
ers,  he  has  the  flmher  election  de  mo- 
liorQme  damnU  {Kasaon  agi.  TJte 
Feopie,  44  Barb,  847). 

2.  If  he  elects  to  sue  the  wrongdoers 
separately,  and  recoyers  in  both  ac- 
tions, and  sues  out  an  execution  upon 


622 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  BEPOBXa 


Digeet 


one  of  the  judgments,  iipon  which 
the  defendant  is  committed  to  J  ail,  and 
then  the  assignee  of  hoth  jnagments 
Rives  a  written  direction  to  the  sheriff 
to  discharge  that  defendant  from  cus- 
tody, the  imprisonment  of  such  de- 
fendant, and  nis  discharge  therefrom, 
by  the  assignee,  will  onerate  to  dis- 
cnarge  not  only  the  judgment  upon 
which  such  defendant  was  charged  in 
execution,  but  also  the  judgment 
against  the  other  joint  trespasser ; 
Mid  the  remedy  upon  both  Judkmenfcs 
is  gone.  In  such  a  case  the  plaintiff 
in  the  judgments  is  entitled  to  but 
one  satisfaction  for  the  injury  he  has 
sustained  by  the  trespass  committed 
by  the  defendants  in  the  two  jud- 
ments ;  and  that  he  has,  by  the  im- 
prisonment of  one  of  them,  and  dis- 
charging him  therefrom  {Id), 

TRIAL. 

1.  The  finding  of  a  jury  on  a  question  of 
fact,  upon  which  there  is  conflicting 
evidence,  is  conclusive,  and  cannot, 
except  in  extreme  cases  be  reviewed 
on  appeal  {Decker  agt  Myers,  antej 
872). 

2.  A  party  cannot  make  his  own  decla- 
rations evidence  in  his  own  favor, 
where  they  are  not  called  for  by,  or 
are  not  in  response  to  anything  said 
by  the  opposite  party  {Id), 

8.  The  admission  of  improper  testimony 
upon  a  material  issue,  is  not  a  techm- 
cal  error,  and  cannot  be  disregarded, 
though  there  may  be  upon  the  same 
quesaon  other  competent  and  suffi- 
cient evidence.  The  court  cannot  say 
that  the  jury  were  not  influenced  by 
the  illegal  testimony  {Id), 

i.  The  legal  rule  or  measure  of  dama- 
ges for  a  breach  of  warranty  for  pro- 
perty sold,  is  the  difference  between 
the  value  of  the  property  as  it  really 
was,  and  what  its  value  would  have 
been  had  it  corresponded  with  the 
warranty  {Id), 

6.  The  question  to  the  witnesses  "what 
is  tiie  difference  in  value  ?"  was  im- 
proper and  inadmissible.  In  this 
form  it  tended  to  elicit,  and  required 
or  admitted  the  opinion  of  the  wit- 
nesses upon  the  rule  or  measure  of 
damages,  and  upon  the  amount  of  the 
damages  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover.  A  witness  cannot  thus  be 
put  directly  in  the  place  of  the  court 
and  jury  {Id), 

6«  The  value  of  property"  may  be  proved 
by  the  opinion  of  witnesses  who  are 
w^ll  acquainted  with  the  value  of  sim- 
ilar property :  but   its  difference  in 


value  in  one  condition,  and  in  another, 
cannot  be  so  shown,  bein^  aconclusion 
of  the  witness  upon  a  mixed  quesUon 
of  law  and  fact.  He  may  give  his 
opinion  of  the  value  of  the  pioperty 
in  one  condition,  and  its  value  in  an- 
other ;  but  he  should  first  state  the 
facts  within  his  knowledge  upon  which 
he  founds  his  valuation,  to  enable  the 
jury  to  appreciate  his  estimate,  and 
the  jury  snould  be  left  to  draw  their 
own  conclusion  as  to  the  difference  of 
value  {Id), 

7.  NeOis  agt.  MbCUm  (S5  Sar&.  115), 
and  Harpending  agt.  Shoemaker  (37 
Barb.  270),  as  to  the  admissibihty  of 
opinion  on  the  question  of  damages, 
are  in  conflict  with  the  long  series  of 
adjudged  cases  on  the  subject  {Id). 

8.  The  objection  to  the  inquiry  in  rela- 
tion to  the  difference  of  value,  was 
BufficienUy  specific  to  rajse  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  opinion  of  the  wit- 
nesses was  admissible,  and  it  was  not 
necessary  to  have  repeated  the  ob- 
jection to  the  similar  inquiry  of  the 
witness  Allen  Miller,  it  having  been 
interposed  to  the  question  to  the  next 

Srevious  witness,  and  oveiruled  by 
le  justice  {Id), 

9.  Where  a  cause,  in  which  there  are 
different  counts  or  causes  cf  actum,  is 
brought  to  trial,  and  evidence  is  given 
bv  the  plaintiff  affecting  all  the  causes 
of  action,  at  the  close  of  which,  the 
defendant  moves  for  a  wm^suit  as  to 
one  of  the  separate  causes  of  action, 
the  ^ranting  such  non-suit  and  con- 
tinumg  the  action  as  to  the  other 
causes,  is  of  doubtful  propriety  {Meyer 
agt.  Ooedd,  ante,  466). 

• 

10.  It  leaves  all  the  evidence  relating  to 
that  branch  of  the  case  before  the  ju- 
ry ;  while  the  defendant,  by  the  non- 
suit, may  suppose  the  testimony  on 
that  subject  immaterial,  and  omitted 
to  contradict  or  explain  it.  He,  how- 
ever, has  a  remedy,  by  moving  the 
court  to  strike  out  uie  testimony  rela- 
ting to  that  branch  of  the  case  {Id), 

11.  If  the  defendant  does  not  take  this 
course,  he  cannot  tako  a  valid  excepHou 
to  the  permission  of  the  opposite 
counsel  neing  allowed  to  comment  on 
such  testimony  to  the  juiy ;  as  the 
evidence  was  properly  taken  in  the 
case,  and  had  not  been  stricken  out, 
the  fact  of  the  declaration  of  the  judge 
that  he  did  not  consider  this  cause  of 
action  sustained,  did  not  have  the  ef- 
fect to  remove  the  evidence  from  the 
case  {Id). 

12.  The  reAisal  of  the  iudge  to  open 
the  case  and  admit  evidence,  after  the 
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somming  up  to  the  jury  was  through, 
is  no  proper  ground  of  exception. 
Neither  would  the  admission  of  evi- 
dence under  such  circumstances  be 
considered  a  good  ground  of  excep- 
tion. In  both  respects  it  is  a  matter 
of  discretion  with  the  judge  {Id). 

18.  It  is  a  matter  of  discretion  for  the 
Judge  to  exclude  a  Question  on  the 
ground  that  it  has  already  been  an- 
swered in  effect ;  and  as  such,  the 
exclusion  is  not  reviewable  on  appeal 
{BaUard  agt.  Lookwood,  1  Doty,  158). 

li.  Where  there  is  only  one  issue,  and 
the  intention  of  the  jury  to  flna  for 
the  plaintiff  is  manifest,  the  court 
wUl,  m  case  of  a  mistake  by  them, 
correct  their  verdict  by  making  it  con- 
form to  their  flndins,  and  give  judg- 
ment upon  it  accoroungly  (Wf&s  agt. 
Cbx,  1  jDoZt/,  515). 

15.  Where  evidence  is  ruled  out  by  the 
court  below,  the  appellate  court  will 
not  inquire  into  its  relevancy,  unless 
it  or  its  substance  appear  in  tne  case, 
but  will  assume  that  the  decision  oi 
the  court  is  correct  {Berry  agt.  May- 
KevD,  1  Dalyy  54). 

16.  If  a  party  wishes  to  raise  the  oblec- 
*  tion   that  letters   of  administration 

were  issued  without  jurisdiction,  and 
are  void,  he  should  do  it  when  the 
letters  are  offered  in  evidence.  If 
he  then  objects  to  their  reception 
merely  as  bemg  incompetent,  he  can- 
not afterwards  insist  that  they  are 
void  for  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the 
surrogate  {Btherwge  agt.  Laddy  4A 
Barb,  ' 


17.  Assuming  that  a  defendant  is  privi- 
leged from  answering  a  question  ad- 
dressed to  him  as  a  witness  on  the 

i>art  of  the  {plaintiff,  the  mere  con- 
ecture  that  his  refusal  to  answer,  fol- 
owed  by  a  decision  of  the  justice  that 
he  is  not  bound  to  do  so,  or  his  refu- 
sal followed  by  a  ruling  that  he  is 
privileged,  may  have  ci'eated  an  im- 

Eression  in  the  minds  of  the  jury  that 
is  testimony,  if  given,  would  have 
tended  to  make  outthe plaintiff *s  case, 
should  not  be  entertained,  as  the  ba- 
sis of  reversing  a  judgment  which  is 
in  all  respects  apparently  free  from 
error  {Murphy  agt.  I^ipp,  4A  Barb, 
189). 

18.  Where  the  question  to  be  tried  is 
one  of  fact,  and  of  intent,  depending 
entirely  upon  the  view  which  shall  be 
taJcen  of  tne  transaction,  as  to  its  real 

Surpose  and  intent,  and  there  is  evi- 
ence  on  both  sides,  the  case  should 
not  be  withheld  from  the  considera- 


tion of  the  Jur>  (A1)bey  agt.  Deyo,  4A 
Barb.  374). 

19.  A  motion  to  dismisH  the  complaint, 
on  account  of  a  defect  of  parties  de- 
fendant, cannot  be  made  at  the  triaL 
'xhe  objection  should  be  taken  either 
by  demurrer  or  answer  ( lYemper  agt. 
donkHn,  44  Barb,  456). 

20.  It  is  well  settled  that  rulings  on  a 
trial  which  ought  not  to,  or  cannot, 
work  an  injury  to  the  party  excepting, 

\  should  be  disregardea  on  appeal  even 
if  erroneous  {^age  a^  Stmoorthy  44 
Barb.  686). 

TBOYEB  AND  G0N7EBSI0N. 

1.  Where  the  holder  of  two  promissory 
notes  purporting  to  be  made  by  the 
plaintiff^  under  the  pretext  of  count- 
mg  the  money  which  the  plaintiff  had 
sent  by  an  aig^ent  to  pav  them,  and 
with  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the 
plainUff  did  not  intend  to  pay  the 
notes  except  on  their  being  surren- 
dered, took  the  money  up  from  the 
table  where  it  lay,  and  putting  it  in 
his  pocket,  without  the  consent  of  the 
plaintiff's  agent,  seized  the  notes  and 
refused  to  surrender  either :  Edd, 
that  the  taking  of  the  money  was  tor- 
tious and  wrongful,  and  that  no  title 
to  it  passed  to  the  defendant  (Jfo 
Naugrdon  agt  Oameron.  44  Barb, 
406). 

2.  JSTeld.  a2w),  that  if  the  defendant 
seized  the  monev^  against  the  declared 
will  of  the  plaintiff,  ne  became  a  tres- 

Sasser,  and  was  liable  for  the  value  of 
lie  same,  with  interest.  In  an  action 
for  the  conversion  thereof;  notwith- 
standing the  plaintiff  was  justly  in- 
debted to  him  for  the  amount  of  the 
notes  {Id). 

TRUSTEEa 

1.  If  the  purposes  of  a  trust  are  sepa- 
rable, and  some  of  them  must  arise 
within  two  lives,  and  there  are  others 
which  can  only  become  operativu  after 
the  expiration  of  the  two  lives,  the 
former  may  be  sustained,  but  the  lat- 
ter cannot  DC.  To  devise  an  estate  by 
implication,  there  must  be  so  strong 
a  probabilitv  of  such  an  intention, 
that  the  contrary  cannot  be  supposed. 
Where,  by  the  terms  of  the  wul,  the 
supposed  devisee  by  implication  is 
constituted  a  guardian,  &c.,  and,  aa 
8uch  guardian,  is  to  have  charge  of 
the  estate,  the  idea  of  a  devise  by  im- 
plication IS  strongly  repelled,  u  the 
language  of  a  deed  or  will  is  suscepti- 
ble of  two  constructions,  and,  by 
adopting  one  construction,  it  would 
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appeal,  and  by  filing  ezoeptionB  to  the 
report  (Id), 

9.  On  appeal  also,  such  an  error  in  the 
proceeding  as  admeasuring  dower  bv 
a  referee^  mstead  of  the  three  freehdld- 
erSf  should  be  disregarded,  as  not  af- 
fecting the  substantial  rights  of  the 
defendant  {Id). 

1.  A  seal  is  not  necessary  to  render  a 
release  and  discharge  of  a  liability 
npon  a  promissory  note  yalid  and  ef- 
fectual, if  the  agreement  to  release 
and  discharge  is  upon  good  and  suffi- 
cient consideration.  If  not  deemed 
a  technical  release,  such  an  arrange- 
ment will  operate  as  an  accord  and 
satisfaction,  and  will  thus  be  effectual 
to  protect  the  parties  intended  to  be 
discharged,  in  case  of  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration to  ffi^e  it  support  {The 
Fanners*  Bank  qf  Amsterdam  agt. 
Blair,  44  Barb.  641). 


BEUGIOTJS  GOBPOBATIOKS. 


1.  When  the  same  persons  act  in  a 
double  capacity,  as  agents  or  trustees, 
they  must  see  to  it  that  their  transac- 
tions are  fur  and  unexceptionable,  as 
regards  the  rights  of  either  of  the 
puiies  they  represent.  If  any  motiye 
of  personal  oonvenience  or  interest 
has  Deen  subservedjit  will  constitute  a 
a  badge  of  fi:4ud  {St,  James"  Church 
agt  The  Chitrch  qf  Ike  Bedeemer, 
avie,  881). 

'8.  Where  severalpersons  acting  for  thr 
church  of  the  Bedeemer—the  defend- 
ants as  trustees,  presented  an  appli- 
cation to  themselTes  as  trustees  of 
the  church  of  St.  James— the  plain- 
tifb,  for  pecuniary  aid ;  and  the  same 
persons  acting  for  the  plaintiffB, 
granted  the  application,  and  caused 
to  be  conveyed  to  the  defendants,  real 
estate,  producing  nearly  two-thirds 
of  the  whole  income  of  tne  plaintifEs, 
without  the  payment  of  any  consider- 
ation but  for  the  sole  purpose  of  af- 
fording pecuniaiT  assistance  gratui- 
tously: Hdd,  that  the  transaction 
was  destitute  of  honesty  {Id). 


9.  And  the  order  of  this  court  permit" 
ting  the  conveyance,  constituted  no 
estoppel  in  fiivor  of  the  grantee,  who 
haa  parted  with  nothing  as  the  con- 
^sideration  for  the  deed.  The  order 
-was  not  an  adjudication  between  the 
parties,  and  had  not  the  effect  of  res 
adfudicata  {Id). 


BES  ABJUDICATA. 

L  Where  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant 
in  summary  proceedings  to  dispo»- 
sesB  for  the  non-payment  of  rent»' 
raises  two  questions,  and  the  jury 
finds  generally  for .  the  defendant, 
both  questions  are  presumptively  ret 
adjvduiata,  and  in  a  subsequent  pro- 
ceeding, in  which  one  of  such  ques- 
tions arises,  it  is  for  the  plaintiff  to 
show  that  it  was  not  passed  upon  by 
the  jury  {Yonkers  and  N.  T.  Fire 
Ins.  Co.  agt  Bishop,  1  Daly,  449). 

2.  Where,  in  tho  summary  proceedingSy 
the  defendant's  affidavit  denied  nia 
indebtedness  on  yarious  grounds,  in- 
cluding that  of  eviction  by  title  para- 
amount,  and  also  denied  any  demand 
of  the  rent,  and  the  jury  found  a  gen- 
eral verdict  for  the  defendant :  aebd^ 
in  a  subsequent  action  for  the  same 
rent,  that  the  verdict  was  presump- 
tively r«9  adjudioaia  om.  both  pointB, 
and  that  it  was  for  the  plaintiff  to 
diow  that  the  jury  only  passed  on  the 
question  of  demand  {la). 


SALE  OF  REAL  ESTATE. 

1.  A  purchaser  of  real  estate  at  a  public 
sale  will  not  be  released  bv  the  court 
from  his  purchase,  upon  the  ground, 
Ist  'ihaf  a  party  who  it  is  alleged  has 
an  interest  m  the  property,  was  not 
made  a  party  to  the  proceedings  for 
the  sale,  where  it  is  offered  on  the 
hearing  of  the  application,  to  furnish 
a  release  of  all  the  interest  of  such 

Sarty  in  the  premises  (In  the  maUer  qf 
iargareiR.  Bud,  ante,  69). 

2.  2d.  That  certain  fieirs  at  law  hai 
as  alleged,  an  interest  in  the  pro] 

under  the  will  of  the  testaror, 

not  been  made  parties  to  the  proceed- 
ings for  the  sale,  where  it  appeared 
firom  the  will  that  the  income  of  the 
property  was  given  to  M.  (a  daugh- 
ter), for  life,  and  after  her  death  with- 
out issue,  to  go  to  his  son  J.  in  fee, 
and  he  having  died  before  M.,  leaviiijg 
a  will  disposing  of  his  property  to  his 
minor  children :  Held,  that  these  mi- 
nor children  of  J.,  could  not  be  ne- 
cessary parties  to  ihe  proceedings  for 
the  sale,  as  they  had  no  interest  m  the 
property  :  J.,  their  father,  having  no 
mtorest  tnerein  which  he  could  dis- 
pose of  by  will  until  the  death  of  M., 
who  was  then  alive  {Id). 

8.  8d.  That  two  only  qf  the  three  exeou 
tors  had  executed   the  conveyance* 
where  it  appeared  that  the  three  exe- 
cutors named  in  the  will  had  qualified, 
but  one  of  tliem  of  them  soon  after- 
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w&rdB  left  the  Umted  States^  and  wm 
removed  from  the  office  of  executor 
by  the  surrogate,  but  had  since  re- 
turned to  the  united  States,  and  de- 
clined to  unite  in  the  conyeyance : 
Hdd,  that  where  a  trustee  resigns  or 
is  discharged  from  his  office,  the  re- 
maining trustees  are  vested  with  the 
entire  estate ;  and  the  same  rule 
would  seem  to  apply  to  the  removal 
of  an  executor  by  the  surrogate.  The 
power  he  obtains  to  execute  the  trust 
IB  given  to  him  not  by  name  but  as 
executor,  and  when  removed  as  exb- 
cutor  his  relation  to  the  estate  ceases 
(Id), 

4.  But  in  this  case,  the  sale  of  the  pro" 
periy  was  not  made  bv  the  authority 
contained  in  the  will,  but  under  and 
by  virtue  of  the  statute — acts  of  1864 
and  1865.  The  legislature  had  power 
to  authorize  the  sale  to  be  maae  bv 
any  officer  of  the  court,  or  in  sucn 
manner  as  the  court  should  direct; 
and  also  had  power  to  direct  who 
should  execute  ihe  conveyance.  This 
they  did  when  thev  directed  that  the 
conveyance  shoula  be  executed  by 
the  said  trustees  ;  and  that  the  notice 
be  served  on  the  tvoo  acting  executors 
by  name  ;  the  other  executor  having 
been  removed,  and  having  ceased  to 
act  long  before  the  passage  of  either 
act  (Id), 

Bee  StATUTX  ovFbaitds,  1, 2, 8,  4,  6* 
See  CoirmAOT,  6,  7,  8,  9, 10. 

PAT.TC  OF  CHATTELS. 

1.  An  agreement  was  entered  into  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  for 
the  sale  of  a  cracker  machine  by  the 
former  to  the  latter,  and  there  was  a 
delivery  and  an  acceptance  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  machine.  That  portion  of 
the  machine  not  delivered  was  taken 
by  the  plaintiff  to  a  machine  shop,  at 
the  request  of  tiie  defendant,  for  the 
purpose  of  being  cleaned,  which  was 
to  be  done  at  the  joint  expense  of  both 
parties.  After  the  cleanmg  was  com- 
pleted, it  was  paid  for  by  the  plaintiff 
and  that  portion  of  the  machine  taken 
by  him  and  tendered  and  offered  to  be 
delivered  to  the  defendant:  ifelct, 
that  there  was  a  valid  sale  of  the  ma- 
chine, and  not  merely  an  executory 
contract  for  a  sale,  where  something 
remained  to  be  done  on  the  part  of  the 
vendor,  before  the  delivery  of  the 
property  (Dunnigan  agt.  Onrnvmey, 
U  Barb.  528). 

2.  JJeW,  also,  that  the  act  of  taking  the 
machine,  by  the  plaintiff,  being  for 
the  benefit  of  the  defendant,  and  his 


act,  it  was  a  delivery  to  the  plaintiff  as 
his  agent,  and  the  latter  merely  occu- 
pied the  position  of  an  agent,  m  con- 
veying the  property  to  the  machine 
shop  and  returning  it  to  the  defend-, 
ant,  and  the  same  was  not  held  at  his 
risk :  HM,  further ,  that  a  portion  of 
the  machine  having  been  actually  de- 
livered to  the  defendant,  and  the  bal- 
ance being  in  the  hands  of  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  benefit  and  at  the  request 
of  the  defendant,  and  undei'  the  con- 
trol and  subject  to  the  order  of  the 
latter,  this  was  a  sufficient  delivery  of 
the  property  {Id), 

3.  It  is  a  general  principle  that  when 
goods  are  ordered  to  be  sent  by  a  car- 
rier, a  delivery  to  the  carrier  operates 
as  a  delivery  to  the  purchaser,  in 
whom  the  title  immediately  veste, 
subject  to  the  vendor's  right  of  stop- 

Sage  in  transitu ;  and  the  goods,  m 
le  course  of  transit,  are  at  the  risk 
of  the  purchaser.  But  where  it  is  ap- 
parent, from  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  delivery  was  made,  that  the 
vendor  did  not  trust  to  the  ability  or 
readiness  of  the  purchaser  to  perform 
his  contract,  and  intended  to  insist 
upon  strict  prepayment  as  a  condition 
ox  delivery  oy  the  carrier :  HeUi,  that 
such  deUveiy  by  the  vendor  to  the 
carrier,  is  not  within  the  general  rule, 
and  does  not  operate  to  pass  title 
{Baker  agt.  BouroicauUy  1  Valy,  23) 

4.  A  tender  by  the  vendor,  of  an  unin- 
dorsed custom  house  permit,  authori- 
zing a  delivery  of  the  goods  by  the 
warehouse  man,  it  appearing  that  the 

I  permit  was  sufficient  if  indorsed  by 
the  vendor,  to  enable  the  vendee  to 
take  possession:  Held,  a  sufficient 
o^er  of  delivery  of  the  goods.  The 
want  of  the  inaorsement  was  imma- 
terial, as  the  indorsement  could  have 
been  made  immediately,  had  the  ven- 
dee made  objection  on  that  Gpromid 
{Dunbar  agt.  Pettee,  1  Daly,  112). 

5.  Where  it  appears  from  the  course  of 
dealing  of  ue  warehouse  man,  or  by 
the  agreement  of  the  parties,  that  the 
goods  stored  will  be  delivered  without 
requiring  immediate  payment  of  the 
storage,  the  warehouse  man  relying 
upon  the  personal  credit  of  the  parfy, 
there  is  no  lien;  because  such  a  course 
of  dealing  is  inconsLstent  with  an  im- 

Slied  agreement  at  the  time  of  the 
eposit,  that  the  property  is  not  to  be 
taken  away  unless  the  storage  is  paid 
(i3). 

6.  There  being  no  lien  upon  the  property 
for  storage,  and  the  vendee  on  the 
permit  already  tendered  having  the 
right  to  the  possession  of  the  property, 
it  would  be  unreasonable  to  require 
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of  chattels ;  and  any  aaaertion  of  fhe 
Tendor,  concerning  the  article  8ol^ 
if  it  be  relied  upon  oy  the  vendee,  and 
understood  by  both  parties  as  an  ab- 
solnte  assertion,  and  not  merely  an 
expression  of  opinion,  will  amount 
to  a  warranty  ( WiBmr  agt.  Cartrighi, 
a  Barb.  563). 

6.  The  maxim  of  cavecU  emptor  only  ap' 
plies  when  both  parties  are  assumed 
to  be  equally  ignorant  of  defects,  and 
the  purchaser  sustains  the  loss  on  ac- 
count of  his  negligence  in  omitting  to 
exact  a  warranty.  The  principle  is 
that  the  purchaser  has  it  m  his  power 
to  guard  against  a  latent  defect  or  de- 
ception in  the  article  purchased,  by 
exacting  a  warranty  from  the  vendor ; 
but  if.  mstead  of  taking  this  precau- 
tion, he  trusts  to  his  sagacity  and 
judgment,  he  should  bear  the  loss 
(/d). 

7.  When  a  bargain  is  fbirly  made  and 
concluded  and  its  terms  clearly  un- 
derstood, the  rule  of  caveat  emefxyr 
ceases,  and  boti^  parties,  thereafter, 
are  bound  to  exercise  good  faith  in 
carrving  out  the  contract  and  execut- 
ing its  provisions  {^Bc^ord^  agt.  Jfo- 
Lmlx^  45  jBarb.  478). 

8.  A  party  receiving  a  conveyance  under 
and  in  execution  of  an  a^ement  be- 
tween otiiers.  which  is  m  equity  for 
the  benefit  of  third  parties,  with  no- 
tice, or  charged  with  the  dutv  of  in- 
quirv,  must  be  held  to  take  subject  to 
all  the  rights  of  such  third  parties,  or 
their  creditors  {Oomng  agt.  Qreene^ 
45  ^orb.  585). 

After  the  last  installment  upon  an 
agreement  for  the  sale  of  land  nas  be- 
come due,  the  payment  of  the  unpaid 
purchase  money,  and  the  convevance 
of  the  land,  become  dependent  acts 
and  the  vendor  cannot  recover  the 
amount  remaining  due  without  show- 
ing performance,  or  an  cffer  to  per- 
form, on  his  part.  If  he  is  unable  to 
give  a  good  titie  to  the  lands  agreed 
to  bo  conveyed,  he  is  not  entitled  to 
recover  tiie  unpaid  purchase  money 
{QmiOi  agt.  McChukey,  45  Barb.  610) 

10.  Whatever  may  be  the  rule  in  regard 
to  the  duty  of  a  purchaser  of  goods 
to  examine  for  nimself,  where  no 
questions  are  asked  by  him  and  noth- 
ing said  or  done  b^  the  vendor  to  mis- 
lead or  deceive,  it  is  clear  that  the 
Surchaser  has  the  right  to  trust  to  the 
eclarations  of  the  vendor  as  to  the 
condition  of  the  thing  purchased,  and 
may  omit  to  make  any  examination, 
witnout  losing  his  right  to  maintain  an 
ftction  for  fraud,  in  case  fraud  is  prac- 


tised by  the  vendor  ( WiBard%gt.  Mer- 
rUt,  45  Barb.  295). 

11.  Where  there  is  fruud  in  a  contract 
for  the  purchase  of  goods,  but  th^ 
are  freely  and  voluntarihr  dehvered, 
the  tiUe  passes  to  the  vendee.  Other- 
wise if  the  possession  is  acquired  by 
felony,  tort  or  fraud.  And  when  the 
possession  is  obtained  by  delivery  with 
mtent  to  pass  the  property,  the  ven- 
dor may  nevertheless  rescind  the  con- 
tract and  follow  and  reclaim  the 
goods,  so  long  as  he  can  identify  them, 
until  they  have  been  transferred  to  a 
bona  fiae  purchaser  {Lacker  agt. 
Bhoades,  45  Barb.  499). 

12.  Where  by  the  terms  of  a  contract  of 
sale  of  real  estate,  a  day  is  fixed  for 
the  payment  of  money  by  the  vendee, 
and  the  delivery  of  a  deed  by  the 
vendor,  the  vendor  is  bound  to  seek 

'the  vendee  and  tender  the  deed,  or  bj 
some  act  call  upon  him  to  perform  his 
contract,  before  he  can  place  the  ven- 
dee in  such  a  position  as  will  work  a 
forfeiture  of  a  sum  paid  on  account  of 
the  purchase  price.  The  fact  that  the 
venaee  quits  tne  premises  before  the 
day  agreed  upon  for  the  delivery  of 
the  deed,  does  not  absolve  the  vendor 
from  his  obligation  to  tender  a  deed, 
if  he  wishes  to  put  an  end  to  the  con- 
tract ( Thomas  agt.  Wkhman.  1  Baku, 
58). 

13.  And  the  vendee  having  subsequent^ 
made  a  tendei^  of  performance  oC  his 
part  of  the  contract  may,  on  refiisal 
of  the  vendor  to  dehver  a  deed,  re- 
cover a  sum  paid  under  the  contract. 
A  declaration  by  the  vendee's  attoi« 
ney,  made  prior  to  the  day  on  which 
the  tiUe  was  to  be  passed,  that  the 
vendee  did  not  want  the  title :  EddL 
no  evidence  that  the  vendee  did  not 
intend  to  complete  the  contract  on  the 
day  specified  in  the  contract;  and 
would  not  excuse  the  vendor's  defkult 
to  perform  or  tender  a  performance 
onnispart  {Id). 

See  CoNTiLAOT.    See  Sale. 

WABEHOnSEUAN. 

1.  A  warehouseman  who  takes  goods 
upon  storage  for  hire,  is  answerable 
for  their  loss,  or  the  loss  of  any  part 
of  them,  not  proeeeding  from  the  in- 
herent nature  of  the  goods^  such  as 
absorbtion,  deteioration,  or  like  cause, 
unless  he  can  show  that  the  loss  oc- 
curred under  circumstances  exonera- 
ting him  from  all  blame  ;  or  if  he  can- 
not do  that,  that  he  exercised  a  de- 
gree of  care  in  their  safe  keeping, 
that  would  repel  any  suspicion  of  the 
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loss  litTiiig  occurred  thronKh  hia  ii«- 

lisence   or   dishoaestr    iAratt   &gi 
aquirt,  1  Daly,  M7). 

I.  n  iMmi  thiit  k  dsviae  of  real  estate 
tmiverwl  in  iia  termB,  would  carry  af- 
ter acquired  laDds,  vithont  an;  Ian- 
fuage  pointing*  to  the  period  of  the 
teatator'a  deatib.  But  in  the  absence 
of  TuUimited  teimi  in  tbe  will,  th're 
miut  be  language  which  will  enable 
the  court  to  «ee  that  the  testator  in- 
teoded  to  operate  upoD  real  estate 
which  he  should  afterwarda  purchase 
(^nd>  agL   Ibumund,  S3  JT.  T.  B. 

3,  If  Ihe  pnipoaes  of  a  trust  are  »epa- 
rable,  and  some  of  them  must  anee 
within  two  liye*,  and  there  are  others 
which  can  only  t>ectnnc  oper- 
ative aft«i  the  expiratJOD  of  the  two 
Itves,  the  former  may  be  sustained, 
but  the  latter  oanaot  be  {Foit  ast. 
Bmer,  SS  If.  r.  JL  693}. 

8.  ii  nana,  that  on  qneatiouB  of  testa- 
mentary capacit]\  courle  should  be 
carafnlnotfeoonfonndperyerBeopin- 
loiuandDnreaaonablepreJndiceB  with 
mental  alienatloii.  The  tme  teat  of 
tnsanitT  affectdng  testameutaiy  capa- 
city, ii.,  aside  {rom  cases  of  demen- 
tia or  loss  ,of  miud  and  intellect,  is 
mental  delusion.  A  pereon,  persist- 
ently believing  snpposed  fkcts,  which 
have  no  real  cnlstenoe,  against  aD  evi- 
dence and  pTobabiIit,y  and  conducting 
himself  upon  the  aasumption  of  their 
eiiBtence,  is  so  far  as  snch  fkcta  are 
ooDcemed,  under  an  insane  delusion 
(Seaman'i  lYiend  Soeltly  act.  Homer, 

83Jf.  r.  Reifl). 

4.  The  cotila  of  the  appeal  may  be 
oharped  upon  the  proponent  of  an  al- 
leged testamentary  paper,  where  the 
court  are  of  amnion  that  he  has  con- 
ducted bioiself  Improperly  in  the  pre- 


years  after  hie  decease,  to  invest  oat 
of  bis  estate,  upon  safe  and  enfficient 
real  estate  secni-itieB,  at  the  legal  rata 
<rf  interest,  the  aom  of  (3,000,  and  to 
keep  Uie  same  invOBlcd  for  the  benefit 
of  his  granddaughter,  Rachel  S.  Lan- 
mng,  until  she  snail  attain  the  afce  of 
twenty-one  years,  qi 

— 1 J  (i^g  interei 

,  from  said  ii  ... 

much  thereof  as  might  be  neceaaaiT 
toward  the  support  and  education  of 
said  Rachel,  aud  when  she  shall  at- 
tain the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  hia 
eiocutor  le  to  pay  her  the  sum  of 
tS.DDD,  with  the  accrued  and  accumn- 
lat«d  interest,  except  so  far  as  the  use 
(hereof  has  been  necessary  as  afore- 
said, and  by  said  executor  deemed 
proper  for  the  education  and  support 
of  said  Bachel  -  and  subject  to  the 
like  necessity,  bis  executor  ia  directed 
to  reinvest  safely  and  securely,  the 
interest  be  may  receive  dnring  auoh 
investment,  for  the  like  benefit  of  aaid 
BacbcJ.  After  some  other  boqueeto, 
the  residne  and  remainder  of  the  es- 
tate is  di^msed  of,  subject  to  the  pre- 
vious payment  of  the  tegadee  and  in- 

.  Hdd, !«!.  On  a  final  acconntjng  of 
the  executor  before  a  anrrogate,  that 
the  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  executor 
tor  the  benefit  of  Bachel  S.  Lansing, 
iraa  held  by  him  in  his  character  a* 
an  fxeeutor,  and  not  u  trustee,  and 
he  was  entitled  to  a 


le  fund, 


the  ii 


, offiveper 

cent,  aa  arroneonaly  allowed  by  the 
BiUTOgate: 
8.  fi'efd,  3d.  That  this  fUnd  being  set 
apart,  and  the  inoome  given  wiQiont 
any  particular  amoont  being  specified, 
waa  chargeable  with  the  commissinn 
and  taxea — they  were  not  payable  i 
of  the  g( '  — '"'" 


naral  eatato: 


9.  Bad,3d.  That  although  the  executor 
personally  worked  oat  the  highway 
toiee,  they  were  nevertheless  proper- 
ly oborgeabla  upon  the  fond  : 

10.  ^eU,  4Jh.  That  the  surrogate  prop- 
erly excused  the  executor  nom  any 
personal  liability  in  not  keeping  the 
mterest  upon  the  interest  remvested 
fully,  where  he  stated  in  hia  account 
filed  "  that  be  had  tried  to  keep  the 
Amd  together,  witii  the  aocmed  and 
accmnnlated  interest,  invested  and 
reinveeted,  oa  required  by  the  will, 
and  that  he  had  not  been  able  to  do 
any  better  Ibsn  is  atated  in  the  oo- 
count ;"  it  not  being  claimed  that  the 
executor  need  the  rands  in  hia  own 
business,  in  trade,  or  that  be  made 
any  particular  profit  from  their  uoe. 
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nor  VM  there  >□;  thing  to  eatablish 
that  he  was  ^gniltj  of  taj  groaa  dolin- 
qaeno;  or  Tiolatioa  of  dat; : 
11.  Held,  nth.  Tli.t  thB 


depoaiting  II 


cent  Bemi-annnoUT,  whora  thej  hod 
been  paid  into  his  handfl  upoii  ■  bond 
mnd  mortgage  npoo  real  eelate,  irhich 
hod  become  dne,  nhore  he  BhoiTDd 
that  it  was  retf  difficult  at  that  time 
to  loan  moner  on  good  real  eatate  se- 
cnricies ;  and  eBpociaJl;  as  ho  pnt  it 

terest  waa  qaite  as  la^e  ai  it  woald 
hare  been  if  deposited  in  the  New 
York  Life  and  Tmst  Company,  where 
inch  inveetmenla  ace  sanctioned  bj 


.-le  amount  ahoold  not  draw 

inlereat  at  Che  osnal  legal  rate  from 
the  time  of  the  decree  iLansing  agL 
Laming,  ante,  66). 


13.  The  testator  ga 
two-thirds  of  his  e 
Bonal,  in  trast,  t 
thereof  to  his  sisb 
her  life,  and  upon  . 
two-tliirda  tobei 
T.G.,  coupled  wfl 


thereof, 


and  payable,  that  t  Is 

or  remainder  of  n  [o 

.and  belong  to  m;  81  :., 

to  the  ezclnsion  of  ra 

and  relations :"    Hi  a- 

thor  T.  Q.,  bsTing  i  a- 

tetor,  the  prinoi^  ts 

of  the  estate)  i<ip»ei-, „ e- 

tributable  among  the  testator's  next 
of  Idn — under  the  atatuta  of  diatribn- 
-tlons,  u  in  cases  of  inleatscT 
vested  estate.  The  payment  thi 
was,  however,  pos^ned  nntil  the 
death  of  the  siater,  8.  W.  A.,  who  was 
to  receive  the  income  of  Uie  whole 
during  her  natural  Ufe.  And  S.  W. 
A.,  became  entitled  abaolately  to  her 
eqoal  proportiun  lone-ttaird)  of  the 
Bud  principal  fund  as  hoLT  at  law, 
which  at  her  death  paaaod  under  her 
will  (Aniftony  »gt.  Bmuaer,  ante, 
1281. 

It.  An  appeal  fMm  a  surrogate's  decree 
of  dismbution  must  be  taken  in  three 
months  tierofrom,  although  it  does 


IS.  'Where  there  is  no  prorialoD  in 


■peci^ing  »  time  when  a  legaoj  sball 
be  paid,  U  ts  pajablo  one  vear  from 
Ihtlime  of  granllag  IMert  uAimentary 
or  admtn-Mraiion  ( Oampoed  agt.  Cbu)- 
dreif,  ante,  173). 

B.  Bnt  the  legatee  in  sneh  case,  has  a 
right  to  the  Interest  on  the  legacy  af- 
ter one  year  from  the  death  of  Uie 
teatator  or  inteetato.  The  old  rule  in 
equity  ia  atill  in  force  goreming  the 
1    „*   !_»*..«**  ^[|^  an'*"    


Qnt    of    intereet  ii 


Ud). 
See  Sub,  1,  a,  S,  1. 

WITNESS. 

).  The  provislone  of  the  Code  of  I^ooe- 
dure,  making  a  party  a  witness  in  hit 
own  bchatf,  do  not  apply  to  parttes  to 


,.  Tha  PeofU,  tS  S.   T.  B. 

3.  Hie  e^ct  of  the  amendment  of  seo- 
tion  3B9  of  the  Code  of  Procsdore, 
passed  in  1865,  which  provides  thai 
''  a  party  to  any  action  or  special  pea- 
oeeding  in  any  and  all  conile  and  be- 
fore any  and  all  offloers  actiog  Judid- 
^ly,  may  be  examined  as  a  witness  on 
his  ownbehalt"  and  of  the  concluding 
claose  thereof  declaring  that  "noth- 
ing cont&ined  m  section  eight  of  this 
aot,  shall  be  held  or  construed  to  %BetA 
or  reetrain  the  operation  of  this  seo- 
tion,"  was  merely  to  remove  all  re- 
strictions applieablo  to  the  civil  oourtB. 
The  amendment  does  not  embraoe 
partiee  to  indiotments  and  oriminal 
caaee.  Hence,  on  tJiB  tnal  of  an  in- 
dictment fbr  a  criminal  offense,  the 


3.  On  the  SUh  of  December,  IBSS,  the 
defendants  made  their  promiaiory 
note  tor  1300  payable  to  Jacob  Caller, 

lent  and  advanced.  On  Uio  lat  or 
April,  1859,  the  payee  sold  and  trans- 
ferred the  note  to  John  Collsr.  The 
latterdiedin  Juno,  1863,  leaving  airill, 
by  which  he  appointed  Jacob  Oollcr, 


n^e  d'efeiiTO  of  usury  :  ifeU,  that 
one  of  the  defendants  was  proberlr 
admitted  as  a  wimesa  in  buhiOf  M 
bimself  and  his  co-defendant,  to  e«- 
tabliah  the  defeuse,  by  proving  ooo- 
vereations  and  transactiooa  between 
himself  and  the  payee  of  tlie  note  at 
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tiie  tiine  it  was  given  {OoOer  agt. 
Wenner,  45  Barb.  897). 

i.  The  plaintiff,  in  a  suit  in  equity 
brought  to  establish  a  lost  or  destroyed 
will,  against  the  administrator,  and 
next  of  kin  of  the  testator,  is  not  a 
competent  witness  in  his  own  behalf, 
to  prove  conversations  had  between 
himself  and  the  deceased,  at  the  time 
of  making  the  will  and  before,  on  the 
subject  of  the  will  ( Timon  agt  Cla^, 
45  Barh,  488). 

6.  In  an  action  brought  by  a  judgment 
creditor,  to  reach  and  apply  on  his 

tudgment,  moneys  and  property  of  the 
udgment  debtors  alleged  Co  be  in  the 
lands  of  their  attorney  and  another 
rrson.  and  to  be  by  them  fraudulent- 
withheld  from  the  judgment  debt- 
ors and  their  creditors,  one  of  the 
judgment  debtors  is  not  disqualified 
as  a  witness,  on  the  ground  mat  the 
action  is  prosecuted  for  his  immediate 
benefit ;  the  benefit  to  him,  in  case  of 
a  recovery,  bein^  medicde^  that  u, 
through  the  medmm  of  another — the 
receiver — and  by  indirection,  in  the 
payment  of  his  debts  ;  not  immediate^ 
by  putting  into  his  hands  or  power  the 
very  proceeds  of  the  recovery  {Oomr 
iang  agt.  Greene,  45  Barb,  685). 

6.  Where  the  complaint  was  not  givon  in 
evidence,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not 
asked  any  questions  in  relation  it  its 
contents  :  JHeW,  that  the  judge  pro- 
perly refneed  to  charge  the  jury  that 
tiie  discrepancy  between  ttie  plain- 
tiff's sworn  complaint,  ana  his  evi- 
dence and  the  testimony^  might  be 
taken  into  consideration  m  consider- 
ing his  credibility  {FaB^  agt.  Third 
Ave.  B.  B.  Oo.  1  Daly,  148). 

7.  Husband  and  wife  cannot  be  exam- 
ined either  for  or  against  each  other 
•  except  in  cases  where  they  are  parties 
to  the  suit  {Bogers  agt.  Bogers,  1 
Daly,  194). 

a  The  question,  to  a  witaesa,  |or  the 
purpose  of  impeaching  hia  credibility, 
whether  he  had  not  been  expelled 
from  an  Odd  Fellows'  lodge:  Em, 
properly  excluded,  as  an  ftffimatiye 
answer  would  not  affect  the  credibility 
of  the  witness  {Greaion  agt  Smuht  1 

•     Daly,  380). 

9.  An  o&or  to  show  that  the  witness  had 
been  convicted  and  imprisoned  for 
gross  intoxication  on  a  certain  day : 


Held,  properly  excluded,  as  it  was  an 
effort  to  impeach  a  witness  by  proof 
of  a  particular  offense.  The  crosB- 
examination  of  a  witness,  as  to  a  con- 
versation'had  by  him,  must  be  limited 
to  that  particular  subiect  of  the  con- 
versation which  was  brought  out  on 
the  direct  examination.  The  whole 
conversation  cannot  be  given  on  the 
cross-examination  {Id), 

Bee  EviDSNGE,  6,  6,  7. 8,  9, 10, 12,12. 
WRIT  OF  PBOHIBITION. 

1.  A  writ  of  prohibition  against  a  board 
of  supervisors,  commandmg  them  to 
desist  and  refrain  from  any  farther 
proceedings  in  imposing  or  levying 
any  tax  upon  the  relators — a  national 
bank — assessed  or  to  be  assessed  upon 
their  capital  paid  or  to  be  paid  iii»will 
be  refused  lor  the  reason :  First, 
That  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  board 
of  supervisors  have  the  power  to  alter 
the  assessment  rolls  by  striking  out 
the  name  of  any  person  or  corpora- 
tion which  may  nave  been  placed  up- 
on it  by  the  assesors.  Second.  The 
writ  of  prohibition  is  not  a  writ  of 
right,  and  is  not  granted  as  a  matter 
of  course  ;  but  only  on  showing  sat- 
isfactoiy  grounds  for  relief,  and  it  be- 
me  maae  to  aj>pear  that  no  consider- 
able public  mconvenience  can  arise 
from  Uke  delay.  The  writ  should  not 
issue  where  tnere  are  other  remedies 
perfectly  adequate  {People  agt.  TAtf 
Board  of  Supervisors  qf  Ulster  Oow^ 
ty,  ante,  237). 

2.  All  the  tax  payers  in  the  county  arc 
interested  in  the  assessment  and  col- 
lection of  the  taxes :  and  the  allowance 
of  the  writ  against  the  board  of  su- 
pervisors, might  materially  delay  the 
completion  of  their  business,  and  too- 
duoe  much  public  inconvenience.  The 
taxes  against  the  relators  would  have 
to  be  entirely  abandoned,  in  a  sum- 
mary manner,  with  no  legal  mode  of 
collecting  them  hereafter  {Id). 

8.  The  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion, 
would  leave  the  relators  to  pursue 
other  legal  remedies,  if  any  such  they 
have,  u  the  assessors  have  exceeded 
their  authority,  and  acted  entirely 
without  jurisdiction,  as  claimed,  then 
they  are  responsible  for  the  damages 
which  may  ensue  {Id), 
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ADMIRALT7. 

Hu  Jttzisdiction  of  all  oaaes  of  wron^ 
oommitted  on  the  high  seas,  or  with- 
in the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide. .  272 

When  the  master  of  a  Yeaeel  liable  in 
damages  for  the  loss  of  money  by 
gambfing  npon  his  yessel 272 

AGBEEMENT. 

When  accepted  and  assented  to  by  one 
party,  for  work  and  labor  to  be  per- 
formed, is  binding  upon  such  party, 
althongh  its  terms  are  different  from 
the  original  agreement  proposed  by 
snch  party  to  tne  other 84 

When  may  be  speciflcally  performed, 
notwithstanding  objections  cf  the 
statute  of  frauds,  and  that  such  are 
notusuiJly  enforced  by  specific  per- 
formance      88 

In  writing— for  sale  of  goods  on  commis- 
sion—when properly  executed— when 
mutual— when  not  in  restraint  of 
trade— what  constitutes  a  breach,  ac, 

196 

ALIMONY. 

When  and  how  a  defendant  may  be  re- 
lieved from  imprisonment  for  the  non- 
payment of  ahmony 475 

AMENDMENTS. 

The  power  of  the  court  and  of  referees 
to  allow  amendments 164 

APPEAL. 

When  an  order  of  general  term  striking 
a  cause  from  the  calendar,  and  setting 
aside  Judgment  tor  irregularity,  not 
appealable  to  the  court  of  appeals,  146 

The  finding  of  a  Jury  on  a  question  of 
&ct  in  a  Justice*s  court,  cannot  be  re- 
viewed on  appeal 872 

ABBEST. 

An  order  of  arrest  will  not  be  dis- 


a  material  aneetion  of  fjtot,  which  is 
controyertea  by  affidavits 879 

By  order  of  President  U.  B.,  to  be  tried 
Dy  militaiT  court,  when  defendant 
vnll  be  discharged  on  habeas  oorpuiL 

ASSESSMENTS. 

Of  lets  for  local  improvements  in  the 
city  of  New  Tork  are  irregular,  if  as- 
sessed for  more  than  one-half  the 
value  of  such  lots,  as  valued  by  the 
assessors  of  the  ward 42 

The  whole  provision  of  the  act  of  1868, 
is  in  reference  to  relief  fit>m  assess- 
ments, after  confirmation 42 

For  regulating  and  grading  streets, 
when  wUl  not  be  set  aside  for  alleged 
fraud  in  not  giving  the  contract  for 
the  work  to  the  lowest  bidder 99 

ASSIGNEE. 

When  general  assignee  of  the  owner 
may  maintain  «n  action  for  oonver- 
Bton 411 

ASSIGNMENT. 

Of  a  contract  secured  by' a  mortgage, 
canies  with  it  the  mortgage,  though 
not  named 1 

ATTAOHMENT. 

Against  a  guardian  of  an  infknt  plain- 
tiff for  costs,  may  be  issued  on  a  re- 
covery or  adjudication  against  such 
infimt 464 

B. 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  AND  PBOMIS- 
SOBY  NOTES. 

When  alteration  of  the  date  a  proper 
question  for  the  Jury— when  notice  of 
protest  without  date  sufficient. . .  242 

BILL  OF  PABTICTJLABS. 

A  party  not  entitled  to  it,  where  the  ad« 


charged,  where  it  is  predicated  upon      versary's  claim  is  for  the  violation  of 
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a  Hpocial  contract,  and  conseauent 
trouble  and  expense  resnlting  tnere- 
froin M 

BOABD  OP  HEALTH,  N.  Y. 

Their  powera  in  reference  to  the  {>ublic 
markets  and  streets 889 


0. 

CAXT8E  OP  AOnON. 
In  troTor  is  assignable 411 

COMMON  CABRIEB. 

Liabiliiy  of  their  general  agent  acting 
under  apparent  authority 97 

COMPLAINT. 

"What  fkots  necessary  to  be  ayerrea  m  a 
complaint  on  an  undertaking  given  to 
procure  a  discharge  from  arrest,  187 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

The  excise  law  of  April  14, 1866,  within 
the  metropolitan  police  district  is  not 
unconstitutional,  as  tending  to  divest 
the  owner  of  md  property  without 
due  oomx)en8ation 289 

The  V.  S.  internal  revenue  act  is  consti* 
tutional 859 

CBEDITOBS  ACTION. 

A  sheriif  cannot  institute  such  a  suit  to 
reach  proceeds  of  assigned  property, 
which  ne  could  not  otherwise  attach 
as  the  debtor's  property 602 

When  a  bank  cannot  set  up  as  a  coun- 
ter-claim a  judgment  in  an  attach- 
ment suit  against  a  Judp^ent  debtor 
in  an  action  by  the  assignees  of  the 
judgment  debtor  against  the  bank  for 
moneys  deposited  with  the  bank  to 
the  credit  or  such  assignees 502 

CBDHNAL  LAW. 

The  court  of  general  sessions  in  the  city 
of  New  York  may  lawfollv  continue 
its  session  beyond  the  third  week  firom 
its  commencement 140 

When  an  irregalarity  in  drawing  a  pan- 
el of  jurors  for  a  court  of  general  ses- 
sions, will  not  authorize  a  new  trial 
upon  that  ground 140 

It  is  not  incumbent  upon  the  prosecu- 
tion to  give  affirmative  evidence  of  de- 
fendant's sanity 140 


D. 

DOWEB. 

Courts  of  equity  under  the  Code,  have 
jurisdiction  concurrently  with  courts 
of  law,  in  actions  for  dower 481 

The  courts  may  ap^int  a  referee  to  ad- 
measure dower,  mstead  of  the  three 
freeholders  required  by  the  Bevised 
Statues 481 

How  dower  should  be  assigned  with 
reference  to  improvements 481 

E. 

EYEDENCE. 

When  a  party  cannot  make  his  own  de- 
clarations evidence  in  his  own  fS^vor — 
admission  of  improper  testimony  on 
a  material  issue,  cannot  be  disregard- 
ed  372 

What  evidence  proper  on  a  question  of 
damages  for  a  oreach  of  wamntj^ 

EXCEPTIONS, 

When  exceptions  will  not  lie  to  various 
rulings  of  the  judge  on  the  trial,  456 

EXCISE  LAW. 

The  '*  act  to  regulate  the  sale  of  intox- 
icating liquors  within  the  metropoli- 
tan polioe  district  of  the  state  of  ^ew 
York,"  passed  April  14, 1866,  is  not 
unconstitutional,  as  bei^  in  violation 
of  section  16,  article  8,  of  the  consti- 
tution of  this  state 289 

EXECUTOBS. 

When  entitled  to  commissions  as  execu- 
tors,, and  not  as  trustees — ^when  will 
be  excused  for  investing  funds  not  in 
accordance  with  the  directions  in  the 
will 66 

When  costs  and  an  extra  allowance  may 
be  allowed  against  them  for  not  offer- 
ing to  refer  under  the  statute. ...  476 

L 

INJUNCTION. 

When  warranted  against  the  board  of 
health  of  New  York 885,  898 

When  warranted  against  the  commis- 
sioners of  quarantine 898 

INSOLVENT  DKCHABGB. 
Under  the  Bevised  Statute,  discharges 
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from  imprieonment  upon  claims  ari- 
sing on  contract  only 115 

mSUBAKOE. 

When  a  third  person  may  bring  an  ac- 
tion and  recover  on  a  policy  of  insu- 
rance held  by  hi">  as  collateral  secu- 
rity     30 

When  eyidence  that  preliminary  proofs 
of  loss   were  defective,    waived,  508 

When  polii^  does  not  become  void  bv 
reason  ox  careless  acts  of  the  insured. 

J. 

JUDGMENT  OBEDITOB. 

When  not  entiiled  to  daim  a  hen  on  the 

Sroperty  of  the  wife  of  the  judgment 
ebW,  on  the  ground  of  alleged  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  judgment  debtor 

When  court  not  authorizsed  to  direct  a 
portion  of  income  from  a  trust  fund 
of  the  judgment  debtor,  to  be  apphed 
to  the  payment  of  a  debt  due  the  judg- 
ment creaitor 286 

JX^HSDIOnON. 

The  courts  of  this  state  have  no  juris- 
diction over  lands  of  this  state  pur- 
chased by  the  U.  S.,  with  the  consent 
of,  and  cededfby  the  state  to  the  U.  S. 

420 

Appearing  and  participating  in  proceed- 
mgs  over  which  a  court  or  omcer  has 
n^  jurisdiction,  does  not  prevent  a 
party  firom  assauing  them  for  want  of 
it..: 116 

JUSTICES*  OOUBTS. 

If  inferences  are  to  be  indulged,  they 
must  be  in  support  and  not  against  its 
proceedings 82 

JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE. 

When  liable  in  damages  for  a  fUse  re- 
turn   154 

L. 

LANDLOBD  AND  TENANT. 

When  clause  in  lease  for  sale  of  the 

S remises,  cannot  be  enforced  against 
le  landlord  by  the  tenant 52 

Whether  all  verbal  leases  are  void,  un- 
der the  act  of  congress,  directing  a 
revenue  stamp,  quere 96 


An  assignee  of  a  lease,  is  liable  for  rent 
only  while  assignee 883 

The  landlord  s  consent  to  a  transfer  of 
the  lease  operates  as  a  discharge 
thereafter  oi  that  covenant  in  the  lease 

883 
LICENSE. 

A  question  of  license  may  be  litigated  in 
a  justice's  court— what  oireumstances 
will  be  presumptive  evidence  of  a  gen- 
eral license  to  enter  upon  premises 


N. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

When  a  question  of  negligence  in  cross- 
ing a  railroad  should  be  left  to  the 
jury,  instead  of  a  non-suit 181 

NEW  MATTER. 

Evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the  plain- 
tiff has  no  cause  of  action,  neea  not 
be  pleaded  as  new  matter,  it  may  be 
given  under  a  general  denial 154 

NOTICE  OP  APPEAL. 

From  a  justice's  judgment,  when  insuf- 
ficient  467 

From  a  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the 
peace— its  requimtes,  &o 264 

o. 

OFFER  OP  JUDGMENT. 

In  justices'  court,  when  not  necessary  to 
be  proved  in  county  court,  on  the 
questions  of  evidence  and  costs,  when 
plaintiff  recovers  a    more  favorable 


r. 


,udfipient  than  the  one  oifered,  which 
entitles  him  to  costs 66 

P. 

PARTITION. 

When  general  term  of  supreme  court 
authority  to  order  amendment  of,peti- 
tion  of  guardian  for  infknt  limatic  de- 
fendant of  another  state,  in  partition 

279 

PARTNERS. 

When  a  partner  mav  maintain  an  action 
against  a  copartner  for  a  balance 
s&uck— when  a  voluntiuy  associatioB 
constitutes  a  partnership 236 
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PABTT. 

fiSxamination  of,  under  section  891,  the 
notice  in  writing  therein  .directed, 
must  be  aerved  upon  i^e  attorney  of 
party  to  be  examined 198 


QUARANTINE. 
Not  allowed  on  Staten  Island 


898 


lULILBOABB. 

May  by  special  contract,  shield  them- 
selyee  from  liability  as  common  car- 
riers, from  the  willitd  act  of  negligence 
of  their  employees  or  servants. . .  480 

The  effect  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  a 
railroad  company,  in  an  action  for 
damages  for  ii^nnes  to  a  person  in 
crossing  the  road 181 

BEOEIVEB. 

In  sapplementary  proceedings— his  le- 
.gal  title  to  the  debtor's  property  does 
not  relate  back  to  the  time  of  the  ser- 
vice of  the  restraining  order 424 

Are  no  longer  officers  of,  or  under  con- 
trol of  the  oonrt.  By  their  appoint- 
ment they  become  an  independent 
tribunal 164 


S. 


SALE. 

Of  real  estate;  when  purchaser  will  not 
be  released  from  his  purchase  under 
yarious  objections  to  the  tiUe ....    89 

STATUTE  OF  FBAUDa 

What  is  a  sufficient  acceptance  or  re- 
ceiving of  property  to  take  the  case 
01^  01  the  statute 4 

When  not  necessary  to  be  signed  by  the 
party  seeking  to  enforce  Uie  agree- 
ment, to  enforce  specific  performance 

88 

STREETS. 

Gity  of  New  Tork,  when  estimate  and 

assessments  for  grading,  &c«,  are  to  be 

^  made~4uty  of  assessors,  &o 16 


SUMMONS. 

From  a  justice's  court  requires  a  U.  S. 
revenue  stamp ;  but  the  objection  to 
the  omission  cannot  be  raised  for  the 
first  time  on  appeal 859 

SUPPLEMENTARY  PROGEEDING& 

When  a  notice  served  upon  a  judgment 
debtor  is  defective 96 

When  judgment  creditors,  who  are  no^ 
parties  to  an  action  brought  by  the  re- 
ceiver, not  liable  fbr  coats 472 

T. 

TAXATION. 

Of  national  state  banks— when  liable,  Ao 

288 

TELEGRAPH  COMPANIES. 

May  limit  their  liability  by  express  con- 
tract, and  a  message  written  and  de- 
livered under  such  contract  is  gov- 
erned by  its  terms 86 

TRIAL. 

Effect  of  non-suit,  as  to  one  of  several 
causes  of  action,  after  evidence  there- 
on  406 

ntUSTEEa 

Of  religious  corporations,  ,when  acting 
for  two  diiKbrent  corporations,  mnn 
act  honestly  towards  both 888 

u. 

U.  &  RE7ENUE  STAMP. 

Is  requisite  upon  asumtaonsfttnn  a  jus- 
tice's court,  but  the  objection  for  want 
of  it  must  be  made  on  the  return  day 
of  the  summons SB9 


V- 

VOLUNTARY  ASSOCIATION. 

When  it  constitutes  a  partnership— lia- 
bility of  the  society  to  reAind  mon^ 
to  its  members fao 

w 

WILL. 

When  a  fund  is  set  apart,  and  the  in- 
come given  without   any  particular 


NEW  TOBE  PBAOnOE  BEPOBTa 


635 


Index. 


amoont  being  epedfied,  it  is  charge- 
able with  the  oommiaaiona  and  tazea 

65 

An  heir-at-law  who  is  by  the  will  entitled 
to  receive  the  income  of  a  ftind  during 
life,  may  iJaobe  entitled  absolntelT  to 
an  equal  proportion  of  each  ftina  as 
heir-at-law 128 

Without  a  different  proviaion  in  the  wil^ 
a  legacy  ia  payable  one  year  ttam  the 


granting  of  letters;  bat  interest  there- 
on commences  one  rear  from  the  death 
of  the  testator  or  mtestate 172 

WBET  OP  PBOHlBinON. 

Wm  not  lie  against  a  board  of  supervi- 
sors restraining  them  from  imposing 
and  leryinjg  a  tax  assessed  upon  a  na- 
tional bank 287 
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DE0IBI0N8  BENDEBED  JUNE,  1806. 

JuAgmeni  offirmed,  toUk  oogta. 

The  People,  Ac,,  resp't  agt.  The  Third  Ayenue  B.  B.  Oo.,  app'ts  (80  Sow.  121) • 
Wm.  F.  Bascom  et  aL,  appellants  agt.  Caroline  B.  Nichols  et  aL,  respondents. 
Henry  Van  Guysling  and  ano.,  app'ts  agt.  JamesYan  Enren  et  aL,  respondents. 
George  F.  CkK)kingham,  resp't  agt.  Hannah  Lasher,  admx.,  &o.,  app'ts  (37  Barb. 

656). 
Elizabeth  Mackay,  admx.,  reep't  agt  The  K.  T.  Central  B.  B.  Oo.  appellant. 
James  McGregor,  exr.,  &c.,  resp't  agt.  Dnncan  McGregor  et  aL,  appellant. 
Moses  G.  L'Amoreanx,  respondent  agt.  Michael  O'Bonrke  and  ano.  appeUani. 
Abram  G.  Thompson  admr.,  respondent  agt.  John  Bennett,  appellant. 
Ezra  Spanlding  and  ano.,  app'ts  agt.  David  Hallenbeck  and  ano.,  reep'te  (90  Barb, 

292;  38J5ar6.  78). 
John  Chad  wick,  collector,  &o.,  respondent  agt,  Moses  0.  Orapsey,  appellant. 
Ererett  W.  Loveridge,  appellant  agt.  Bobert  Oyer,  respondent. 
James  D.  Foster,  snpt.,  &c.,  app't  agt.  George  Cronkhiteet  aL,  sapi   &c.,  resp'ta 
John  Wilmott  et  aL,  app'ts  agt.  Thomas  Bichardson  et  aL,  resp*ts  (7  Bono.  670). 
Peter  Boehm  et  aL,  resp'ts  agt.  The  Williamsburgh  City  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  app'ts. 
Dewitt  C.  Thomas,  late  sheriff,  &c.,  reep't  agt.  Chester  Hubbell,  et  aL,  app'ts. 
•RHnHm  Beed,  respondent  agt.  Bushrod  W.  Farr,  appellant. 
Maria  A.  Wolfe,  respondent  agt.  Gnstayos  Adolphns  Scroggs,  appellant. 
Charles  Willis,  respondent  agt.  The  Long  Island  B.  B.  Co.,  appellant.  (82  Barb» 


Stephen  Dnfty,  respondent  agt.  Fleming  Duncan  et  aL,  appellants. 

Wm.  Hoge  et  aL,  respondent  agt.  Eillian  Y.  B.  Lansing,  appellant  (two  canaeB). 

Mlchah  White,  respondent  agt  Alex.  Cadder,  appellant. 

Jesse  C.  Easton,  respondent  agt.  Ciiarles  S.  Clark,  appellant. 

The  Belmont  Branch  of  the  State  Bank  of  Ohio  at  Bridgeport^  appellant  agi. 

William  Hoge  et  al.,  respondents  (7  Bosw.  543). 
William  Williams,  respondent  agt.  William  O.  Brown,  appellant. 

JudgmeiU  ret>eraed  and  new  triai  ordered^  ootU  to  abide  the  eoent, 

Daniel  H.Fitzhugh  et  al.,  appellants  agt.  Wm.  H.  Sackett,  imp'd,  &o.,  resp'l 

Henry  Millard,  respondent  agt.  Edward  Brown,  appellant* 

Martha  Ernst,  ex'x,  &c.,  appellant  agt.  The  Hndson  Biver  IL  B.  Co.,  respondent 

(19  Row.  205 ;  24  How.  97 :  32  Barb.  159). 
John  Bissiegel,  appellant  agt.  The  New  York  (Central  B.  B.  Co.,  respondent  (81 

Eow.  181 ;  83  Barb.  429). 
George  H.  Benand  et  aL,  app'ts  agt,  Midiael  O'Brien  et  aL,  resp'ts  (26  Sow.  67). 
Thomas  J.  Yan  Sant,  appellant  agt.  James  H.  Pullis  and  wife,  respondents. 
Edward  Y.  Hanghtwout  et  al.,  resp'ts  agt.  The  Mayor,  Ac.  of  New  York,  appts. 
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Decisions  Tourt  Appeals. 

Order  for  new  trial  reversed,  andjudgmeni  on  report  of  r^eree.  Cffirmed,  loQh  coats. 

George  G.  Freer  et  aL,  ezrs,  &o,,  appellanfa  agi.  Abram  Stotenbnr,  lespondent 
(d6  Baxb.  641). 

Judgment  affirmed,  wUh  ooata,  and  tenper  cent  damagea: 
Henry  Johnson,  respondent  agi.  Henry  H.  Hathom,  6x*r,  &o,  appellani., 

Judgment  reversed  as  to  appe^nt,  and  judgment  dedarina  the  priority  qf  the  title 
qf  Bicliard  O'Oonn^ooer  the  mortgage  qf  thepUfwtifff  with,  costs. 

Mayor  Stem,  respondent  agt.  Maiy  Matilda  O'ConneU,  adm*];,  &o.,  appellant. 

Order  granting  new  trial  affirmed,  andjudgmeni  dbsduiefur  defendants,  vrith  oo&ts. 

Alexander  Annett,  admr.,  &c,,  app't  agt^  Oharles  M.  Teny,  imp'd,  respondent  (37 
How.  824). 

Judgment  affirmed  with  costs  andmotion  todismiss  appedtfromtwo  orders groint/ed, 

with  coats. 

Albert  Cotes  et  aL,  ez^rs.  &c.  resp'ts  agt  Andrew  B.  Smith  et  aL,  app*ts  (29  JJots. 
826 :  81  HoiD.  146). 

Judgment  qf  supreme  court  andccuniy  court  reversed  and  judgment  qf  thejustioe 

affirmed,  with  coats. 

Albert  J.  Bockwell  and  others,  ez'rs,  &c.,  app'ts  agt.  William  B.  Neaiingi  resp'L 

Orders  reversed  and  proceedings  dismissed,  wUh  coata. 
Harriet  M.  Locke,  adm*x,  &c„  resp't  agt.  Tmman  G.  Mabbett,  et  aL,  appeUanis. 

Order  granting  new  trial  reveraed  andjudgmenton  verdict  affirmed,  with  coats. 

SylyanuB  Merritt,  app't  agt.  Isaac  Carpenter  et  al.,  resp't  (30  JBorft.  61. 

Frederick  N.  Laurence  et  aL,  assignees,  Ac,  app'ts  agt.  The  Bank  of  the  Bepnb- 
lic,  respondent  (81  Mow.  602). 

Judgment  re'seraed  and  judgment  qf  special  term  affirmed,  wUh  costs. 

Arthur  Constant  Da  Bois,  Baron  De  Coorval,  and  Mary,  his  mfe,  respondents  agt. 
Mary  Bebecoa  Bay.  resp't,  and  Bobert  Bay  et  aL,  app'ts  (1  Bosw.  244). 

Judgment  qf  Supreme  Court  reveraed  andjudgmeni  qf  Oounty  Oourt  affirmed„with 

coata. 

The  Board  of  Commissioners  of  Excise  of  Delaware  County,  respondent  agt  Daniel 
W.  Saokrider,  appellant. 

Ordera  in  each  caae  grwtUng  new  (ridla  affirmed,  and  judgment  absolute  (herein  for 
plaintiffs,  and  the  Supreme  Oourt  is  directed  to  asoerUixn  theplaint^t^  damages, 
and  render  judgment  ther^or,  wUh  costs. 

Amos  Bobins  and  ano.,  resp'ts  agt.  Stephen  D.  Dillaye  et  aL,  app*t8  (two  cases). 
88  Sard.  77.) 

Judgment  reversed  andjudgmeni  on  verdiot  affirmed,  with  costs. 

The  Fire  Department  of  the  City  of  New  Ttxrk,  appt  agt  Daniel  Bohler,  re6p*t 
(1  I>aly,  891). 

Judgment  reversed,  and  judgment  for  dtfendant,  with  costs. 

William  Peel,  resp^t  agt  The  Board  of  Metropolitan  Police  et  'aL,  app'ts  (44 
Barb.  91). 

Order  appedledfrom  affirmed,  wi£h  costs. 

William  S.  Bogers  and  wife,  resp't  agt  John  McLean  et  aL,  app'ts  (81  How,  279; 
81  £ar&.  804;  11  ^Ibd.  440). 
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JReargumerU  ordered. 

The  People,  &o.,  respondents  agt.  Benjamin  Brandreth  et  al.,  appellants. 
Eliza  A.  Yrooman,  respondent  agt.  EUphalet  Kink,  appellant. 
Charles  Kelsey,  appellant  agt.  Gamaliel  King  et  aL,  respondents.    (82  Barb,  410 ; 
11  Abb.  180.) 

JiuigmeniB  affirmed  wUh  costs. 

Conrad  Poppenhansen,  appellant  agt.  Ebeneezer  Seeley,  executor,  &o.,  respond- 
ent (41  ^ar&.  450} . 

John  Fitch,  app'lt  agt.  Bansom  Gardinier  et  al.,  respondents. 

Horace  Prior  and  another,  ex*r,  ^.,  resp^t  agt.  Gibson  T.  Williams  et  al.,  app'lts. 

William  B.  CSiamberlain,  app*lt  agt.  Horace  Prior  et  al.,  ex'rs,  &c.,  resp'ts. 

Benoni  Lee,  ex*r,  &c.,  resp't  agt.  Demetrius  M.  Chadsey  and  another  applts. 

George  S.  Tuckerman,  reo'r,  &o.,  resp't  agt  Hamilton  A.  Brown,  app'lt  (11  AJtib, 
889). 

George  S.  Tuckerman,  receiyer,  &o.,  respondent  agt.  Morgan  L.  Brown,  appellant 
(11  Ahb.  889). 

The  Weedsport  Bank,  appellant  agt.  The  Park  Bank  respondent. 

Calvin  Hotchkiss  et  al.,  resp'ts  agt.  The  Artisans'  Bank,  app'lts  (42  Bar^.  517). 

Geo.  M.  Griggs  et  al.,  resp't  agt.  Otis  B.  Howe  et  aL,  app'lt  (81  Barb.  100). 

James  Meyers,  app'lt  agt.  James  L.  Bums,  resp't  (83  Barb.  401). 

James  H.  Heroy,  et  al.,  resp't  agt.  John  Kerr,  app'lt.  (21  Bow,  409 ;  8  Bosw.  194.) 

Andrew  Passenger,  resp't  agt.  William  Thorbum,  app'lt  (85  Barb.  17). 

Malcolm  Campbell,  rec'r,  &c.,  app'lt  agt.  Mary  E.  Fowler  et  aL,  resp't. 

The  Mechanics'  Banking  Association,  resp't  agt.  The  New  York  and  Saugerties 
White  Lead  Co.  app'lt.    (20  How.  509 ;  28  How.  74.) 

Eveline  Ostrander  et  aL,  ex'r,  &c.,  resp't  agt.  Lewis  D.  Fay,  applt. 

John  Mosher  et  al.,  resp't  agt.  Leman  B.  Hotchkiss,  app'lt. 

Charles  Kelsey,  app'lt  agt.  Wm.  L.  Bowan,  resp't. 

George  0.  Wolsey,  resp't  agt.  Trustees  of  the  Village  of  Bondout,  app'lt. 

Henry  H.  Morange,  resp't  agt.  Peter  Morris,  app'lt.    (20  How.  257 ;  26  How.  247 ; 
82  Barb.  650 ;  84  Barb.  811 ;  12  AUb.  164 ;  17  Abb.  86.) 

James  T.  Main,  resp't  agt.  Asa  C.  Davis  and  another,  app'lts  (82  Barb.  461). 

James  T.  Main,  resp't  agt.  William  B.  Jones,  app'lt. 

Wallace  Johnson,  resp't  agt.  Henry  Morrell,  impl'd,  &c.,  app'lt  (42  Barb.  628) 

William  Strand,  resp't  agt.  David  Tilton,  applt. 

Morgan  Kerr,  applt  agt.  Willam  Hays,  respondent. 

John  Monroe  et  liL,  resp'ts  agt.  Leon  Ghiilleaume,  appellant. 

Joel  N.  Hays  et  aL,  app'lts  agt.  John  S.  Heyer  et  aL,  resp'ts. 

James  Byan,  app'U  agt.  The  N.  Y.  Central  B.  B.  Co.,  respondent. 

William  Hamilton,  resp't  agt.  Enos  Gaynard,  app'lt  (84  Barb.  204). 

Barzillai  Slosson,  resp't  agt.  William  D.  White,  appellant. 

James  H.  Van  Allen,  resp't  agt.  The  IlL  Cent.  B.  B.  Co.,  app'lt  (7  Boaw,  515). 

The  People  ex  reL  Van  Bensselaer  et  aL,  app'lts  agt.  James  Van  Alstyne  et  aL, 
resp'ts  (82  £ar&.  181). 

Bemhard  Baltes,  resp't  agt.  Adblph  Bipp  et  aL,  applts. 

Amos  Bronson,  reo'r,  &c.,  resp't  agt.  Daniel  M.  TuthUl  et  aL,  applts. 

Susan  A.  Brooks,  resp't  agt.  Oliver  Van  Every,  app'lt. 

Charles  H.  Mills,  resp't  agt.  Cornelius  K.  Garrison,  app'lt. 

Lewis  F.  Therasson  et  al.,  applts  agt.  George  F.  Peterson  et  aL,  respondents, 

Jeremiah  Day,  respondent  agt.  Seth  H.  Tield,  late  sheriff,  appellant. 
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James  Banten,  resp't  agt.  Oriental  Insurance  Co.,  app*lt  (8  Bosw.  44S). 

liawrence  Bnrke,  resp't  agt.  Theodore  P.  Nichols,  app'lt.   (21  Ebio,  459 ;  84  Barb, 
4S0.) 

J^mes  Bloomer,  plaintiff  in  error  agt  The  People,  &c.,  defendants  in  error, 

Eugene  Hollywood,  plaintiff  in  error  agt.  The  People,  defendants  in  error. 

Isaac  Brower,  respondent  agt.  Uri  Scofield,  appellant. 

The  People  ex  reL  John  Bodine,  app'lts  agt.  Com'rs  of  Taxes,  &o.,  of  N.  T.,  resp'ts. 

The  same  ex  rel.  Heniy  J.  Beers  agt.  The  same. 

The  same  ex  reL  Francis  A  Palmer  agt.  The  same. 

The  same  ex  reL  Balph  Mead  agt.  The  same. 

The  same  ex  reL  John  E.  Williams  agt.  The  same. 

The  same  ex  reL  Dayid  Dows  agt.  The  same. 

The  same  ex  rel.  B.  L.  Kennedy  agt.  The  same. 

The  same  ex  reL  Denning  Buer  agt.  The  same. 

The  same  ex  reL  Abiel  A  Low  agt.  The  same. 

The  same  ex  reL  Peter  M.  Bryson  agt.  The  same. 

The  same  ex  reL  William  E.  Kitchen  agt.  The  same. 

Judgment  reoeraed  and  new  trial  ordered^  ooets  to  abide  the  evenL 

Mary  Mahler,  exe'x,  &c.,  applt  agt.  The  Norwich  and  New  York  Transportation 

Co  (30  HoxD.  287). 
Henry  Erben,  resp*t  agt.  Peter  Lorillard,  app*lt. 
William  L.  Bo  wan,  resp't  agt  Charles  Kelsey  et  al.,  applts. 
Ann  Haviland,  resp*t  agt.  David  P.  Halstead,  app'lt. 
Chauncey  Barnard,  app'lt  agt  John  B.  Monnott,  respondent. 
August  Boelker  et  aL,  app'lts  agt  The  Great  Western  Insurance  Co.  respondeni 

(8  Bosw.  222). 
George  J.  Byrd  et  aJ.,  app'lts  agt.  Alyan  Hall,  resp't 
Cynthia  A  Sheldon  and  another,  resp'ts  agt.  Henry  Edwards. 

Judgment  affirmed  vsilh  costs,  and  costs  of  both  parties  to  be  paid  out  of  the  fundi 

qf  the  estate, 

Uara  0'Hara>  app'lt  agt  Comehus  Deyer,  ex'r,  et  aL,  resp'ts  (30  Ebv>,  278^. 

Order  graniinynew  trial  reversed,  and  judgment  on  report  qfrtferee  c^fflrmed,  uith 

costs. 

Theodore  Smith,  app'lt  agt.  William  Sweeney,  resp't. 

Ezra  B.  Hall,  app'lt  agt.  John  S.  Sampson,  resp't.    (19  ffow.  481 ;  28  How.  8i). 

Jndgment  affirmed  with  costs,  and  ten  per  cent  damages, 
Henry  Nouny,  resp't  agt  Samuel  Lord,  applt 

JudgTnent  affirmed  with  coats,  with  Itave  to  plaintiff  to  amend  upon  payment  to  the  de- 
fendant of  the  costs  of  the  demurrer  aicarded  at  Special  jOstot,  ana  the  costs  of  the 
appeal  to  the  Oenerac  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  of  the  appeal  to  this  anart 
in  twenty  days  after  their  adju$tment 

Andrew  Thatcher,  survivor,  &c.,  app'lt  agt  William  Candee,  respondent 

Judgment  reversed,  and  judgment  fov  plaintiffs  on  demurrer  with  costs,  with  leave  to  {A« 
defendants  to  answer  on  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  appeal  to  this  court,  and  the 
costs  of  the  Special  and  Otneral  Terms  of  the  Supreme  vowri,  in  twenty  days  afier 
their  adjtistment, 

Phebe  Case  et  aL,  app'lts  agt.  John  M.  Carroll,  respondent 

Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
The  New  Tork  and  New  Haven  Bailroad  Ck>mpany,  resp'ts  agt  Bobert  Schuyler, 
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Edgar Eetchnm  and  othen,  appl'ta.    (16  BSaw,  464;  ^How.  VSl ;  29  Bcv),  89 ; 
88  Sorb.  534 ;  8  ^&&.  289.) 

Orden  appealed  from  tsi  each  of  the  four  appeals  reverted,  with  eottt  to  he  paid  hv  the 
reepmidBnty  order  made  at  special  term,  October  4j  1864^  diseontinuing  allpnoceedm^ 
herein  affirmed,  and  motion  ti}  diimits  appeal  denMd,  vnik  ten  dollars  costs. 

In  re.  application  of  Mortimer  Livingston  and  another,  for  the  remoTal  of  Bird- 
sal],  tmstec,  &o.,  under  tmst  deed  of  "William  Winter.    (Four  appeals.) 

Judgment  of  Supreme  and  Oountyi  Oc/wrte  reversed,  and  judgment  ofjustiee  ajjjirwsei 

with  costs. 

Andrew  Bnlrhyte,  resp't  agt  Alfred  Yoee  and  another,  appli  % 

Order  granting  new  trial  affirmedj  and  judgment  absolute  for  defendant  with  eeete, 
James  J.  Baldwin,  app'lt  agt  The  City  of  Buifiao,  resp't  (29  Bas^,  896). 

Order  affirmed  with  costs, 
Jane  F.  Baldwin,  exe'z,  Ac.,  appit  agt.  The  Mayor  of  N.  T.,  resp't  (15  Abb.  116). 

Judgment  of  the  General  Term  and  of  Sh^eeial  Verm  reversed,  and  all  thejpr&visiene  ef 
the  tcill  are  adjudged  valid,  except  that  iheprovisions  in  the  seventh  ana  eighth  items, 
restricting  the  dixuian,  sale,  alienation  anaconveganoe  of  the  real  estate,  are  adjudgea 
void  for  repugnancy;  and  the  direction  in  the  s^penth  item  respecting  cucumulation  is 
inoperative,  and  that  portion  of  the  judgment  of  the  Oeneral  Term  which  modUies 
the  judgment  of  the  Special  Ivm,  and  declares  the  eeoond  item  of  the  wUl  valid,  ie 
not  appealed  irom,  and  therefore  stands.  The  executors  to  retain  tneir  own  costs  of  the 
litigatum  to  oe  taxed,  and  to  pay  the  taxed  costs  of  the  other  litigants  in  the  suit,  the 
plaintijt  included,  and  out  of  the  residue  ^f  the  estnte  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the 
executors,  after  pamng  ike  speafic  legacies,  or  setting  apart  suffiaenl  to  pay  them,  and 
the  record  u  remiUed  to  the  Supreme  Court,  with  directions  to  enter  judgment  acoerdr 
vsghf. 

Matilda  Ozley,  respt  agt  Hiram  0.  Lane  et  aL  app'lts. 


•  •• 


AxKNDiaDrr  to  Btjli  IX,  Adoptkd  Ootobeb  6th,  1866.— Bole  DC  is  hereby 
amended  so  as  to  require  the  deHvery  to  the  Clerk  upon  the  argument  or  submi»- 
sion  of  erery  cause,  of  eight  eopies  of  Oases  and  Points,  instead  of  six  copies  as 
now  provided. 

Amxmdmexit TO  Bulb  ZX,  Adoptkd  Ooxobbb  6th,  1866.— Bnle  ZXis  hereby 
amended  by  striking  out  the  word  "ten**  therein  where  it  oocurs,  and  by  inser- 
ting in  lien  thereof  the  word  " j^tssn,"  so  that  hereafter  fifteen  causes  shaU  b« 
placed  on  the  day  Calendar.  P.  H.  J0NB8. 
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